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SCHOOL  MILK  AND  SCHOOL  BREAKFAST  PROGRAMS 


TUESDAY,  JUNE  21,  1966 

U.S.  Senate, 

Committee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry, 

Washington,  D.C. 

The  committee  met,  pursuant  to  notice,  at  10:10  a. m.,  in  room  324, 
Old  Senate  Office  Building,  Senator  Allen  J.  Ellender  (chairman) 
presiding. 

Present:  Senators  Ellender  (presiding),  Holland,  Talmadge,  Mon¬ 
toya,  Aiken,  Young  of  North  Dakota,  and  Boggs. 

The  Chairman.  The  committee  will  please  come  to  order. 

We  are  conducting  hearings  this  morning  on  an  amendment  to  the 
National  School  Lunch  Act  as  contained  in  S.  3467. 

I  wish  to  say  that  this  is  an  administration  bill  that  was  sent  to 
me  as  chairman.  1  looked  it  over  for  some  time.  Before  I  intro¬ 
duced  it  I  suggested  certain  changes  which  were  made.  1  am  very 
hopeful  that  the  members  of  this  committee  will  take  note  of  the 
changes  suggested  by  me. 

1  would  like  to  say  for  the  record  that  the  bill  before  the  committee 
today  is  different  from  the  original  Child  Nutrition  Act  of  1966  that 
was  forwarded  to  the  committee.  The  original  Child  Nutrition  Act 
would  have  completely  superseded  and  revised  the  National  School 
Lunch  Act. 

The  present  bill,  S.  3467,  makes  no  changes  in  the  school  lunch 
program  or  in  the  special  milk  program  except  that  the  latter  would  be 
made  part  of  the  School  Lunch  Act.  This  bill  is  in  line  with  sugges¬ 
tions  that  I  made  to  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture.  It  would  add 
provisions  to  the  National  School  Lunch  Act: 

I  (1)  A  3-year  extension  of  the  special  ipilk  program- 

(2)  A  pilot  breakfast  program  in  schools  drawing  attendance 
from  poor  economic  areas  and  in  schools  to  which  the  children  l 
must  travel  long  distances  for  fiscal  years  1967,  1968,  1669; 

(3)  A  permanent  program  for  nonfood  .assistance  to  schools 
drawing  attendance  from  areas  in  which  poor  economic  conditions 
exist;  and 

(4)  Extension  of  the  school-feeding  program  to  include  pre¬ 
school  programs  operated  as  part  of  the  school  system. 

T  might  add  that  while  this  bill  requires  that  all  new  feeding  pro¬ 
grams  take  place  in  schools,  the  original  Child  Nutrition  Act  would 
have  extended  the  feeding  programs  to  daces  outside  of  school. 
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(S.  3467  and  staff  explanation  are  as  follows:) 


[S.  3467,  89th  Cong.,  2d  sess.] 


A  BILL  To  amend  the  National  School  Lunch  Act,  as  amended,  to  strengthen  and  expand  food  service 

programs  for  children. 


Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled,  That  the  National  School  Lunch  Act,  as  amended, 
is  amended — - 

(A)  By  inserting  in  section  3  before  the  period  at  the  end  thereof  the 
following  phrase:  “and  other  than  sections  13  through  15.” 

(B)  By  inserting  in  section  6  after  the  word  “Act”  where  it  first  occurs  the 
following:  “(other  than  sections  13  through  15).” 

(C)  By  adding  at  the  end  of  subsection  (d)  of  section  12,  the  following 
new  paragraph: 

“(8)  ‘Nonprofit  institution’  means  any  public  or  private  institution,  except 
a  school  or  other  educational  institution  of  higher  learning,  which  provides  for 
the  care  and  training  of  children  and  no  part  of  the  net  earnings  of  which  inures 
to  the  benefit  of  any  private  shareholder  or  individual.” 

(D)  By  adding  at  the  end  of  the  Act  the  following  new  sections: 


SPECIAL  MILK  PROGRAM 


AUTHORIZATION 


“Sec.  13.  There  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  for  the  fiscal  year 
beginning  July  1,  1967,  and  each  fiscal  year  thereafter  during  the  period  ending 
June  30,  1970,  such  sums  as  may  be  necessary,  but  not  in  excess  of  $100,000,000 
for  any  fiscal  year,  to  enable  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  under  such  rules  and 
regulations  as  he  may  deem  in  the  public  interest,  to  encourage  consumption  of 
fluid  milk  by  children  in  the  United  States  in  (1)  nonprofit  schools  of  high  school 
grade  and  under,  and  (2)  nonprofit  nursery  schools,  child-care  centers,  settlement 
houses,  summer  camps,  and  similar  nonprofit  institutions  devoted  to  the  care 
and  training  of  children.  For  the  purposes  of  this  section  ‘United  States’  means 
the  fifty  States  and  the  District  of  Columbia. 
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AUTHORIZATION 


“Sec.  14.  (a)  There  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  for  each  of  the 
fiscal  years  ending  June  30,  1967,  1968,  and  1969  such  sums  as  may  be  necessary 


to  enable  the  Secretary  to  formulate  and  carry  out  a  pilot  program  to  assist 
States  through  grants-in-aid  and  other  means,  to  initiate,  maintain  or  expand 
nonprofit  breakfast  programs  in  schools  drawing  attendance  from  areas  in  which 
poor  economic  conditions  exist  and  in  schools  to  which  a  substantial  proportion 
of  the  children  enrolled  must  travel  long  distances. 
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APPORTIONMENT  TO  STATES 


“(b)  Of  the  funds  appropriated  for  the  purposes  of  this  section  for  any  fiscal 
year,  the  Secretary  shall  reserve  3  per  centum  for  apportionment  to  Guam,  the 
Virgin  Islands,  Puerto  Rico,  and  American  Samoa.  Such  funds  shall  be  appor¬ 
tioned  among  such  States  on  the  basis  of  the  ratio  of  the  number  of  children  of 
ages  five  through  seventeen  in  each  such  State  to  the  number  of  all  children  of 
ages  five  through  seventeen  in  all  such  States. 

“(c)  Of  the  remainder  of  the  funds  appropriated,  the  Secretary  shall  for  each 
fiscal  year,  (1)  apportion  the  first  $2,500,000  equally  among  the  States,  other  than 
Guam,  the  Virgin  Islands,  Puerto  Rico,  and  American  Samoa,  and  (2)  apportion 
the  remainder  among  such  States  on  the  basis  of  the  ratio  of  the  number  of  children 
in  each  State  of  ages  five  through  seventeen  in  families  with  incomes  of  less  than 
$2,000  per  annum  plus  the  number  of  children  of  ages  five  through  seventeen  in 
families  receiving  more  than  $2,000  per  annum  from  payments  under  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare’s  program  of  aid  to  families  with 
dependent  children  to  the  total  number  of  such  children  in  the  fifty  States  and  the 
District  of  Columbia. 
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“state  disbursement  to  schools 

“(d)  Funds  apportioned  and  paid  to  any  State  for  the  purpose  of  this  section 
shall  be  disbursed  by  the  State  educational  agency  to  schools  selected  by  the 
State  educational  agency,  to  reimburse  such  schools  for  the  cost  of  obtaining 
agricultural  and  other  foods  for  consumption  by  needy  children  in  a  breakfast 
program  and  for  the  purpose  of  subsection  (e).  Such  food  costs  may  include,  in 
addition  to  the  purchase  price,  the  cost  of  processing,  distributing,  transporting, 
storing,  and  handling.  Disbursement  to  schools  shall  be  made  at  such  rates  per 
meal  or  on  such  other  basis  as  the  Secretary  shall  prescribe.  In  selecting  schools, 
the  State  educational  agency  shall,  to  the  extent  practicable,  give  first  considera¬ 
tion  to  those  schools  drawing  attendance  from  areas  in  which  poor  economic 
conditions  exist. 

“(e)  In  circumstances  of  severe  need  where  the  rate  per  meal  established  by  the 
Secretary  is  deemed  by  him  insufficient  to  carry  on  an  effective  breakfast  program 
in  a  school,  the  Secretary  may  authorize  financial  assistance  up  to  90  per  centum 
of  the  operating  costs  of  such  a  program,  including  cost  of  obtaining,  preparing, 
and  serving  food. 

“nutritional  and  other  program  requirements 

B  “(f)  Breakfasts  served  by  schools  participating  in  the  school  breakfast  program 
~  under  this  section  shall  consist  of  a  combination  of  foods  and  shall  meet  minimum 
nutritional  requirements  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  on  the  basis  of  tested  nu¬ 
tritional  research.  Such  breakfasts  shall  be  served  without  cost  or  at  a  reduced 
cost  to  children  who  are  determined  by  local  school  authorities  to  be  unable  to 
pay  the  full  cost  of  the  breakfast.  In  making  such  determinations,  such  local 
authorities  should,  to  the  extent  practicable,  consult  with  public  welfare  and 
health  agencies.  No  physical  segregation  of  or  other  discrimination  against  any 
child  shall  be  made  by  the  school  because  of  his  inability  to  pay. 


“nonprofit  private  schools 


“(g)  If  in  any  State  the  State  educational  agency  is  not  permitted  by  law  to 
disburse  the  funds  paid  to  it  under  this  section  to  nonprofit  private  schools,  the 
Secretary  shall  withhold  from  the  funds  apportioned  to  any  such  State  under 
subsections  (b)  and  (c)  of  this  section  an  amount  based  on  the  ratio  of  the  number 
of  children  enrolled  in  nonprofit  private  schools  within  the  State  to  the  total 
number  of  children  enrolled  in  all  schools  within  the  State.  The  Secretary  shall 
disburse  the  funds  so  withheld  directly  to  the  nonprofit  private  schools  within 
such  State  for  the  same  purposes  and  subject  to  the  same  conditions  as  are  re¬ 
quired  of  a  State  educational  agency  disbursing  funds  made  available  under  this 
section. 

“nonfood  assistance  program 


“authorization 

“Sec.  15.  (a)  There  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  for  the  fiscal  year 
ending  June  30,  1968,  and  for  each  fiscal  year  thereafter  such  sums  as  may  be 
necessary  to  enable  the  Secretary  to  formulate  and  carry  out  a  program  to  assist 
the  States  through  grants-in-aid  and  other  means  to  supply  schools  drawing 
attendance  from  areas  in  which  poor  economic  conditions  exist  with  facilities 
other  than  land  and  buildings,  for  the  storage,  preparation,  transportation,  and 
serving  of  food  to  enable  such  schools  to  establish,  maintain,  and  expand  school 
food  service  programs. 


“apportionments  to  states 

“(b)  The  Secretary  shall  apportion  the  funds  appropriated  for  the  purposes  of 
this  section  among  the  States  during  each  fiscal  year  on  the  same  basis  as  appor¬ 
tionments  are  made  under  section  4  of  this  Act  for  supplying  agricultural  and 
other  foods,  except  that  apportionment  to  American  Samoa  for  any  fiscal  year 
shall  be  on  the  same  basis  as  the  apportionment  to  the  other  States.  Payments 
to  any  State  of  funds  apportioned  for  any  fiscal  year  shall  be  made  upon  condition 
that  one-fourth  of  the  cost  of  any  facilities  financed  under  this  subsection  shall 
be  borne  by  State  or  local  funds. 
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“state  disbursement  to  schools 

“(c)  Funds  apportioned  and  paid  to  any  State  for  the  purpose  of  this  section 
shall  be  disbursed  by  the  State  educational  agency  to  assist  schools,  which  draw 
attendance  from  areas  in  which  poor  economic  conditions  exist  and  which  have 
no,  or  grossly  inadequate,  facilities,  to  conduct  a  school  food  service  program,  and 
to ’acquire  such  facilities.  Disbursements  to  any  school  may  be  made,  by  ad¬ 
vances  or  reimbursements,  only  after  approval  by  the  State  educational  agency 
of  a  request  by  the  school  for  funds,  accompanied  by  a  detailed  description  of  the 
facilities  to  be  acquired  and  the  plans  for  the  use  thereof  in  effectively  meeting 
the  nutritional  needs  of  children  in  the  school. 

“nonprofit  private  schools 

“(d)  If  in  any  State  the  State  educational  agency  is  not  permitted  by  law  to  dis¬ 
burse  the  funds  paid  to  it  under  this  section  to  nonprofit  private  schools  in  the 
State,  the  Secretary  shall  withhold  from  the  funds  apportioned  to  such  State  under 
subsection  (b)  an  amount  which  bears  the  same  ratio  to  such  funds  as  the  number 
of  lunches,  consisting  of  a  combination  of  foods  and  meeting  the  minimum  re¬ 
quirements  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  under  section  9  of  this  Act  served  in  the 
preceding  fiscal  year  by  all  nonprofit  private  schools  participating  in  the  program 
under  section  2  within  the  State,  as  determined  by  the  Secretary,  bears  to  the  f'J\ 
participation  rate  for  the  State.  The  Secretary  shall  disburse  the  funds  so  with-  ' 
held  directly  to  the  nonprofit  private  schools  within  such  State  for  the  same 
purposes  and  subject  to  the  same  conditions  as  are  required  of  a  State  educational 
agency  disbursing  funds  made  available  under  this  section. 

“payments  to  states 

“Sec.  16.  The  Secretary  shall  certify  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  from  time 
to  time  the  amounts  to  be  paid  to  any  State  under  section  13  through  17  of  this 
Act  and  the  time  or  times  such  amounts  are  to  be  paid;  and  the  Secretary  of  the 
Treasury  shall  pay  to  the  State  at  the  time  or  times  fixed  by  the  Secretary  the 
amounts  so  certified. 


“state  administrative  expenses 

“Sec.  17.  The  Secretary  may  utilize  not  to  exceed  1  Vi  per  centum  of  the  total 
funds  appropriated  under  this  Act  for  any  fiscal  year  for  advances  to  each  State 
educational  agency  for  use  for  its  administrative  expenses  in  carrying  out  programs 
under  this  Act:  Provided,  That  no  such  agency  shall  receive  a  sum  greater  than  1 
per  cenum  of  the  funds  apportioned  to  it  under  this  Act,  or  $7,500,  whichever  is 
greater.  The  amount  of  such  payments  shall  be  deducted  from  such  appropriated 
funds  prior  to  any  apportionment  thereof  under  this  Act. 


“selection  OF  SCHOOLS 


I  “Sec.  18.  In  the  selection  of  schools  and  nonprofit  institutions  to  receive 
Federal  assistance  under  sections  13,  14,  and  15  of  this  Act,  the  State  agency  shall 
adopt  the  methods  and  procedures  necessary  to  assure  coordination  with  and  give, 
where  the  need  is  comparable,  preference  to  programs  carried  on  under  the 
Elementary  and  Secondary  Education  Act  of  1965  and  the  Economic  Opportunity 
,  Act  of  1964  in  such  schools  or  institutions. 
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UTILIZATION  OF  FOODS 


“Sec.  19.  Each  school  and  nonprofit  institution  participating  under  section 
14  of  this  Act  shall,  insofar  as  practicable,  utilize  in  its  program  foods  designated 
from  time  to  time  by  the  Secretary  as  being  in  abundance,  either  nationally 
or  in  the  school  area,  or  foods  donated  by  the  Secretary.  Foods  available  under 
section  416  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949  (63  Stat.  1058),  as  amended,  or  pur¬ 
chased  under  section  32  of  the  Act  of  August  24,  1935  (49  Stat.  774),  as  amended, 
or  section  709  of  the  Food  and  Agriculture  Act  of  1965  (79  Stat.  1212),  may  be 
donated  by  the  Secretary  to  schools,  in  accordance  with  the  needs  as  determined 
by  local  school  authorities,  and  to  nonprofit  institutions  for  utilization  in  their 
feeding  programs  under  this  Act,  as  well  as  to  other  schools  carrying  out  non¬ 
profit  school  lunch  programs  and  other  institutions  authorized  to  receive  such 
foods. 
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“nonprofit  programs 

“Sec.  20.  The  food  and  milk  service  programs  in  schools  and  nonprofit  Institu¬ 
tions  receiving  assistance  under  this  Act  shall  be  conducted  on  a  nonprofit  basis. 

“statistical  data 

“Sec.  21.  Data  on  numbers  of  children  of  ages  five  through  seventeen  and  on 
per  capita  income  shall  be  made  available  by  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  to  the 
Secretary  and,  except  where  otherwise  expressly  stated  in  this  Act,  shall  be 
the  latest  available. 

“regulations 

“Sec.  22.  The  Secretary  shall  prescribe  such  regulations  as  he  may  deem 
necessary  to  carry  out  this  Act. 


“prohibitions 

“Sec.  23(a)  In  carrying  out  the  provisions  of  section  13  of  this  Act,  neither  the 
Secretary  nor  the  State  shall  impose  any  requirements  with  respect  to  teaching 
personnel,  curricullm,  instruction,  methods  of  instruction,  and  materials  of  in¬ 
struction  in  any  nonprofit  institution. 

“(b)  The  value  of  assistance  to  children  under  this  Act  shall  not  be  considered 
to  be  income  or  resources  for  any  purpose  under  any  Federal  or  State  laws  includ¬ 
ing,  but  not  limited  to,  laws  relating  to  taxation,  welfare,  and  public  assistance 
programs.  Expenditures  of  funds  from  State  and  local  sources  for  the  mainte¬ 
nance  of  food  programs  for  children  shall  not  be  diminished  as  a  result  of  funds 
received  under  this  Act. 

“Sec.  24.  The  Secretary  may  extend  the  benefits  of  school  feeding  programs 
under  this  Act  to  include  preschool  programs  operated  as  part  of  the  school 
system.” 


Senate  Committee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry 
STAFF  EXPLANATION  OF  S.  3467 

The  bill  would  amend  the  National  School  Lunch  Act  by  adding  provisions  for — 

(1)  A  special  milk  program  for  fiscal  years  1968,  1969,  and  1970; 

(2)  A  pilot  breakfast  program  for  needy  children  in  schools  drawing 
attendance  from  poor  economic  areas  and  in  schools  to  which  the  children 
must  travel  long  distances  for  fiscal  years  1967,  1968,  and  1969; 

(3)  A  permanent  program  for  nonfood  assistance  to  schools  drawing 
attendance  from  areas  in  which  poor  economic  conditions  exist;  and 

(4)  General  administration  (sections  16  through  24),  including  provision 
for— 

(A)  use  of  up  to  l}4  percent  of  the  funds  appropriated  for  the  various 
programs  for  program  administrative  expenses  of  State  educational 
agencies; 

(B)  coordination  with,  and  preference  to,  programs  carried  on  under 
the  Elementary  and  Secondary  Education  Act  of  1965  and  the  Economic 
Opportunity  Act  of  1964; 

(C)  requiring  the  food  and  milk  service  programs  to  be  conducted  on 
a  nonprofit  basis; 

(D)  in  the  case  of  the  milk  program,  prohibiting  imposition  of  require¬ 
ments  dealing  with  teaching; 

(E)  providing  that  assistance  under  the  Act  not  be  deemed  income 
and  that  State  expenditures  for  child  food  programs  not  be  reduced; 

(F)  authorizing  the  Secretary  to  extend  school  feeding  programs 
under  the  Act  to  include  pre-school  programs  operated  as  part  of  the 
school  system. 


SECTION-BY-SECTION  EXPLANATION 

Section  1(A)  keeps  the  appropriation  authorization  for  the  national  school 
lunch  program  separate  from  those  for  the  new  programs. 

Section  1(B)  excludes  funds  appropriation  for  the  new  programs  from  section  6 
of  the  National  School  Lunch  Act,  which  provides  that  part  of  the  funds  may  be 
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used  for  Department  administrative  expenses  and  part  may  be  used  for  direct 
food  purchases. 

Section  1(C)  defines  “nonprofit  institution”  as  an  institution,  other  than  a 
school,  which  provides  for  the  care  and  training  of  children  and  no  part  of  the  net 
earnings  of  which  inures  to  the  benefit  of  any  private  shareholder  or  individual. 

Section  1(D)  adds  new  sections  13  through  24  to  the  National  School  Lunch 
Act  which  provide  as  follows: 

Section  13.  Special  Milk 
Section  14.  School  Breakfast 
Section  15.  Nonfood  Assistance 
Section  16  through  24.  General  Provisions 

New  section  13,  which  provides  for  the  special  milk  program  is  identical  to 
section  2  of  the  Act  of  July  1,  1958,  the  current  authority  for  the  special  milk 
program,  except  that  the  current  authority  runs  only  through  June  30,  1967, 
while  the  new  authority  runs  through  fiscal  1970,  and  appropriations  would  be 
limited  to  not  more  than  $100  million  per  year.  However,  since  the  new  authority 
would  be  part  of  the  National  School  Lunch  Act,  the  general  provisions  of  that 
Act  would  be  applicable. 

Section  14  provides  for  a  pilot  school  breakfast  program  for  fiscal  years  1967, 
1968,  and  1969. 

Subsection  (a)  authorizes  appropriations  for  such  program  in  schools  serving 
children  from  low-income  areas  and  in  schools  drawing  attendance  from  children 
who  have  to  travel  long  distances. 

Subsections  (b)  and  (c)  provide  for  apportionment  to  States.  Three  percent 
would  be  apportioned  to  Guam,  the  Virgin  Islands,  Puerto  Rico,  and  American 
Samoa,  on  the  basis  of  the  number  of  children  ages  5  through  17.  From  the 
balance  the  other  States  would  each  receive  first,  a  basic  grant  of  $50,000  and, 
second,  additional  funds  on  the  basis  of  need  as  indicated  by  the  number  of 
children  in  the  State,  ages  5  through  17,  in  families  with  income  of  less  than  $2,000 
plus  children,  ages  5  through  17,  in  families  receiving  assistance  under  the  program 
for  Aid  to  Families  with  Dependent  Children. 

Subsection  (d)  requires  States  to  disburse  funds  to  schools  found  eligible  by 
the  State  educational  agency  at  rates  per  meal  that  will  be  established  by  the 
Secretary.  These  funds  are  to  be  spent  only  for  food  for  needy  children.  To 
the  extent  practicable,  first  consideration  will  be  given  to  schools  in  areas  of 
economic  need. 

Subsection  (e)  provides  that  in  instances  of  severe  need,  the  Secretary  may 
authorize  assistance  up  to  90  percent  of  the  operating  cost  of  a  breakfast  program, 
including  the  cost  of  obtaining,  preparing  and  serving  food. 

Subsection  (f)  requires  meals  served  under  this  section  to  meet  nutritional 
requirements  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  on  the  basis  of  tested  nutritional  re¬ 
search  and  to  be  served  free  or  at  reduced  cost  to  those  children  found,  by  local 
school  authorities,  to  be  unable  to  pay  the  full  cost.  This  is  similar  to  the 
requirement  contained  in  the  existing  National  School  Lunch  Act. 

Subsection  (g)  provides  that  the  Department  of  Agriculture  will  administer 
the  program  in  nonprofit  private  schools  in  those  States  whose  educational  agency 
is  forbidden,  by  law,  to  disburse  funds  to  other  than  public  schools.  This  is 
similar  to  the  method  followed  under  the  National  School  Lunch  Act. 

Section  15  provides  for  a  permanent  nonfood  assistance  program  in  schools 
drawing  attendance  from  poor  economic  areas. 

Subsection  (a)  authorizes  appropriations  to  assist  States  in  helping  such  schools 
acquire  facilities,  other  than  land  and  buildings,  for  the  storage,  preparation, 
transportation  and  serving  of  food. 

Subsection  (b)  provides  that  funds  shall  be  apportioned  among  the  States  on 
the  same  basis  as  school  lunch  funds  under  section  4.  Payments  to  States  are 
made  on  condition  that  one-fourth  of  the  cost  of  any  facilities  financed  shall  be 
borne  by  State  or  local  funds. 

Subsection  (c)  permits  the  State  educational  agency  to  disburse  funds  to 
eligible  schools  by  advance  or  by  reimbursement  only  on  request  from  the  school, 
accompanied  by  a  detailed  description  of  the  facilities  to  be  acquired  and  plans 
for  their  use  to  improve  the  nutritional  needs  of  the  children  in  the  school. 

Subsection  (d)  requires  the  Department  of  Agriculture  to  administer  the 
program  in  nonprofit  private  schools  in  those  States  where  the  State  educational 
agency  is  not  permitted,  by  law,  to  disburse  funds  to  other  than  public  schools. 

Section  16  provides  that  the  Secretary  shall  certify  to  the  Secretary  of  Treasury 
payments  to  be  made  to  any  State  under  the  new  provisions  and  the  Secretary 
of  Treasury  shall  make  the  payment.  This  is  the  same  procedure  currently 
used  under  the  national  school  lunch  program. 
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Section  17  authorizes  the  Secretary  to  use  up  to  IV2  percent  of  the  total  funds 
appropriated  under  the  National  School  Lunch  Act  for  advances  to  State  educa¬ 
tional  agencies  for  administrative  purposes.  However,  no  such  agency  would 
receive  more  than  1  percent  of  the  funds  apportioned  to  it  under  the  Act  or 
$7,500,  whichever  is  greater. 

Section  18  provides  that  in  the  selection  of  schools  and  nonprofit  institutions  to 
receive  Federal  assistance  under  the  special  milk  and  other  programs  being  added 
to  the  National  School  Lunch  Act,  the  State  agency  shall  adopt  methods  and 
procedures  necessary  to  assure  coordination  with  programs  carried  on  under  the 
Elementary  and  Secondary  Education  Act  of  1965  and  the  Economic  Opportunity 
Act  of  1964  in  such  schools  or  institutions  and,  in  cases  of  comparable  need,  give 
preference  to  these  schools  or  institutions.  The  Elementary  and  Secondary 
Education  Act  of  1965  provides  among  other  things  for  financial  assistance  to 
local  educational  agencies  for  the  education  of  children  of  low-income  areas.  The 
purpose  of  the  Economic  Opportunity  Act  of  1964  is  to  eliminate  poverty.  Sec¬ 
tions  611  and  612  of  the  latter  Act  now  require  other  agencies,  in  the  administra¬ 
tion  of  related  programs,  to  cooperate  and  assist  in  carrying  out  the  purpose  of 
the  latter  Act  and  to  give  preference  to  applications  made  in  connection  with 
community  action  programs  under  the  latter  Act. 

Section  19  requires  schools  and  nonprofit  institutions  participating  in  the 
breakfast  program  to  use  to  the  extent  practicable  foods  designated  by  the 
Secretary  as  being  in  abundance,  and  to  receive  foods  donated  by  the  Department 
of  Agriculture. 

Section  20  requires  all  food  and  milk  service  programs  receiving  assistance 
under  the  Act  to  be  operated  on  a  nonprofit  basis.  This  is  similar  to  the  require¬ 
ment  under  the  National  School  Lunch  Act. 

Section  21  provides  that  information  on  numbers  of  children,  ages  5  through 
17,  and  on  per  capita  income  shall  be  made  available  by  the  Secretary  of 
Commerce  and,  unless  otherwise  specified,  shall  be  the  latest  available. 

Section  22  authorizes  regulations. 

Section  23  prohibits — 

(a)  the  Secretary  and  the  States  from  imposing  any  requirements  with 
respect  to  teaching  personnel,  curriculum,  or  materials  of  instruction  in 
carrying  out  the  special  milk  or  other  programs  added  to  the  National  School 
Lunch  Act.  A  similar  provision  now  applies  to  the  national  school  lunch 
program. 

(b)  the  value  of  assistance  to  children  under  the  National  School  Lunch 
Act  from  being  considered  as  income  or  resources  for  purposes  of  other 
programs. 

(c)  State  and  local  expenditures  for  food  programs  for  children  from  being 
reduced  as  a  result  of  funds  received  under  the  National  School  Lunch  Act. 

Section  24  authorizes  the  Secretary  to  extend  the  benefits  of  school  feeding 
programs  under  the  Act  to  pre-school  programs  operated  as  part  of  the  school 
system. 

The  Chairman.  Now,  Mr.  Secretary,  you  have  just  heard  me  place 
in  the  record  my  conception  of  the  bill  before  us.  If  it  is  not  as  I 
stated,  I  wish  you  would  say  so. 

My  understanding  is  that  you  have  a  prepared  statement. 

Secretary  Freeman.  Yes;  I  do  have  a  short  statement. 

The  Chairman.  Do  you  mind  being  interrupted  as  you  go  on,  or 
do  you  want  to  read  the  whole  statement  and  then  be  subjected  to 
questions? 

Secretary  Freeman.  Either  way,  Mr.  Chairman.  I  would  be 
pleased  to  be  interrupted  if  any  questions  arise. 

The  Chairman.  OK.  You  may  proceed. 

STATEMENT  OF  HON.  ORVILLE  L.  FREEMAN,  SECRETARY  OF 

AGRICULTURE 

Secretary  Freeman.  Mr.  Chairman,  and  members  of  the  com¬ 
mittee.  I  noted  the  statement  you  made,  Mr.  Chairman,  and  I 
think  it  accurately  summarizes  the  provisions  of  S.  3467,  and  as  such  I 
will  direct  my  testimony  to  the  bill  as  introduced  by  the  chairman. 
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The  chairman  very  thoughtfully  noted  for  the  record  that  there 
were  some  provisions  in  the  Child  Nurition  Act  as  submitted  by  the 
administration,  primarily  those  that  would  have  involved  child 
feeding  programs  of  a  special  nature  outside  of  the  school  system. 
These  programs  are  not  covered  under  S.  3467,  and,  as  a  result,  my 
testimony  will  be  directed  to  S.  3467,  rather  than  to  those  which  have 
Deen  touched  on  before  this  committee  earlier. 

The  Chairman.  Mr.  Secretary,  at  this  point,  I  wonder  if  you  could 
place  in  the  record  the  programs  under  which  the  Government  is 
giving  assistance  to  the  poor  under  various  poverty  programs? 

If  you  do  not  have  that  information  available,  I  think  it  would 
be  well  to  later  put  it  into  the  record  at  this  point. 

(The  information  is  as  follows:) 


Summary  of  Other  Legislative  Authorities  Under  Which  Local  School 
Lunch  Programs  May  Receive  Supplementary  Assistance 


1 .  The  major  legislation  under  which  this  type  of  activity  is  being  conducted  isv 
the  Elementary  and  Secondary  Education  Act  of  1965.  A  number  of  food 
service  programs  are  being  conducted  with  funds  provided  under  Title  II — 
Financial  Assistance  to  Local  Educational  Agencies  for  the  Education  of  Children 
of  Low-Income  Families  and  under  Title  III — Supplementary  Educational 
Centers  and  Services. 

A  survey  of  the  food  service  proposals  submitted  by  local  educational  authori¬ 
ties  to  the  State  educational  agencies  indicates  that  as  much  as  $16  million  may 
have  been  earmarked  in  fiscal  year  1966  for  food  service  nationwide.  No  informa¬ 
tion  is  available  yet  on  actual  expenditures. 

2.  Title  II  of  the  Economic  Opportunity  Act  has  also  been  a  source  of  funds 
for  child  food  service.  The  Head  Start  Program,  whether  a  summer  or  a  year- 
round  activity — whether  administered  by  the  school  system  or  by  a  private 
agency — has  funded  food  service  for  the  children  enrolled.  This  food  service  is 
entirely  free  of  charge  to  the  child. 

Beyond  this,  under  Title  I  of  the  Economic  Opportunity  Act,  all  of  the  food 
assistance  programs  for  children  have  been  made  approved  work  stations  for 
young  people  enrolled  in  the  Neighborhood  Youth  Corps  and  for  adults  enrolled 
in  the  Work  Experience  Programs.  These  food  assistance  programs  offer  job  and 
training  opportunities  while  providing  a  general  public  service.  OEO  funds 
have  eased  the  impact  of  labor  costs  in  many  localities. 

There  is  no  specific  estimate  available  as  to  the  total  amount  of  money  involved 
directly  and  indirectly  in  the  OEO  assistance  to  USDA’s  food  programs. 
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Resume  of  USDA’s  Food  Assistance  Programs  as  They  Affect  Low 

Income  Groups 
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The  U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture  administers  a  group  of  four  related  food 
assistance  programs.  They  are  the  food  stamp  and  commodity  donation  programs 
for  low-income  families  and  the  school  lunch  and  special  milk  programs  for 
children. 


THE  FOOD  STAMP  PROGRAM 


This  program  improves  the  diets  of  low-income  households  and  expands  the 
market  for  domestically  produced  foods  by  supplementing  the  food  purchasing 
power  of  eligible  low-income  families. 

Families  exchange  the  money  they  would  normally  be  expected  to  spend  for 
food  for  coupons  worth  more.  The  U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture  pays  for  the 
difference  between  the  amount  each  family  pays  and  the  total  value  of  food 
coupons  it  receives. 

The  coupons  are  used  to  buy  food  in  retail  stores.  Except  for  items  labeled  as 
imported,  the  coupons  may  be  used  to  buy  any  food  for  human  consumption. 
Retailers  redeem  the  coupons  at  face  value  at  their  local  banks  or  authorized 
wholesalers. 

Families  may  participate  if  they  live  in  an  area  that  has  the  program,  are 
found  by  local  welfare  officials  to  be  in  need  of  food  assistance,  are  receiving  some 
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form  of  welfare  assistance  or  are  unemployed,  part-time  employed,  working  for 
low  wages,  or  living  on  limited  pensions.  If  families  are  not  receiving  welfare 
assistance,  eligibility  is  based  on  family  size  and  income,  and  their  level  of  liquid 
assets. 

The  Food  Stamp  Act  of  1964  allows  for  gradual  expansion  of  the  program  over 
the  period  of  the  next  few  years  into  areas  of  the  country  that  want  and  need  it. 
The  State  agency  responsible  for  Federally-aided  public  assistance  programs  sub¬ 
mits  requests  for  the  program  to  USUA’s  Consumer  and  Marketing  Service  on 
behalf  of  local  political  subdivisions  that  want  to  participate. 

At  the  present  time,  325  areas  in  40  States,  as  well  as  the  District  of  Columbia 
are  participating  in  this  program.  An  estimated  1.2  million  people  in  these  areas 
are  benefiting.  The  budget  request  for  fiscal  year  1967,  now  pending  before  the 
Congress,  provides  for  a  50-percent  increase  in  this  program  from  the  $100  million 
appropriated  this  fiscal  year  to  $150  million  in  fiscal  year  1967. 

THE  COMMODITY  DONATION  PROGRAM 

This  program  helps  to  improve  the  nutrition  of  school  children  and  families  in 
need  of  food  assistance  and  to  increase  the  market  for  domestically  produced  foods 
acquired  under  surplus  removal  and  price  support  operations.  Available  foods 
^nay  be  donated  to  nonprofit  school  lunch  programs,  summer  camps  for  children, 
Pieedv  Indians  on  reservations,  charitable  institutions  serving  needy  persons,  and 
State  and  local  welfare  agencies  for  distribution  to  low-income  households. 

All  States  have  a  donation  program  for  one  or  more  of  the  eligible  outlets  cited 
above.  The  U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture  pays  for  processing  and  packaging 
of  foods  and  for  transporting  them  in  carload  lots  to  receiving  points  chosen  by 
the  State.  State  and  local  governments  pay  all  costs  of  intrastate  transportation, 
storage,  distribution  and,  in  the  case  of  low-income  households,  certification. 

Any  local  government  may  participate  in  the  needy  family  program.  If  a 
county  or  city  can  demonstrate  that  it  cannot  finance  a  donation  program  for 
its  low-income  families,  the  Office  of  Economic  Opportunity  will  consider  an 
application  for  assistance  under  the  Community  Action  Program. 

At  the  present  time,  over  half  the  counties  and  more  than  200  cities  have  a 
donation  program  for  low-income  families.  In  April,  some  4.5  million  people 
participated  in  the  donation  program. 

If  an  area  moves  into  the  Food  Stamp  Program,  the  donation  program  for 
low-income  families  is  suspended. 

THE  NATIONAL  SCHOOL  LUNCH  PROGRAM 

This  program  provides  commodity  and  cash  grants  to  State  educational  agencies 
to  assist  them  in  providing  adequate  school  lunches.  This  helps  safeguard  the 
health  and  well-being  of  children  and  encourages  the  consumption  of  domestically 
produced  foods. 

Cash  grants  are  distributed  by  the  State  agencies  for  food  assistance  to  schools 
•participating  in  the  program.  Part  of  the  appropriation  may  be  used  by  the 
■Secretary  of  Agriculture  for  direct  purchase  of  food  to  be  donated  to  the  States 
jfor  distribution  among  participating  schools. 

Not  less  than  75  percent  of  the  sum  appropriated  each  fiscal  year  is  allotted  to 
States  on  the  basis  of  their  participation  rate  and  their  assistance  need  rate. 

In  accordance  with  the  National  School  Lunch  Act,  State  educational  agencies 
enter  into  an  agreement  with  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  that  sets  forth  their 
mutual  responsibilities.  The  State  agencies,  in  turn,  enter  into  agreements 
with  participating  public  and  nonprofit  private  high  schools  and  grade  schools. 
Private  schools  contract  directly  with  the  Department  of  Agriculture  in  those 
States  where  the  State  educational  agency  may  not,  by  law,  administer  the 
program  in  such  schools. 

To  be  eligible,  schools  must  agree  to:  operate  the  lunch  program  on  a  nonprofit 
basis;  serve  meals  that  meet  nutritional  requirements  established  by  the  Secretary 
of  Agriculture  on  the  basis  of  tested  research;  provide  lunches  free  or  at  reduced 
price  to  children  who  are  unable  to  pay  the  full  price. 

This  year,  18  million  children  in  71,000  schools  will  consume  a  record  3  billion 
lunches.  Under  the  regular  program,  some  1 .6  million  of  these  children  will  have 
lunch  served  at  reduced  price  or  free.  In  addition,  with  the  $2  million  appro¬ 
priated  by  the  Congress  for  special  assistance  to  particularly  needy  schools,  some 
60  percent  of  325,000  children  attending  817  demonstration  schools  will  benefit 
from  a  good  lunch. 
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THE  SPECIAL  MILK  PROGRAM 

This  program  provides  assistance  in  the  form  of  reimbursement  payments  to 
encourage  the  consumption  of  fluid  whole  milk  by  children  in  public  and  nonprofit 
private  schools  of  high  school  grade  and  under,  nonprofit  nursery  schools,  child¬ 
care  centers,  settlement  houses,  summer  camps,  and  similar  nonprofit  institutions 
that  provide  for  the  care  and  training  of  children. 

In  all  States,  the  program  is  administered  in  public  schools  by  the  State  educa¬ 
tional  agency.  In  some  States  this  same  agency  may  handle  the  program  in  pri¬ 
vate  schools  and  child-care  institutions,  but  in  other  States  some  other  State 
government  agency  or  the  U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture  may  administer  the 
program. 

Special  provision  has  been  made  to  reimburse  up  to  the  full  cost  of  each  half 
pint  of  milk  served  in  schools  that  draw'  attendance  from  particularly  needy  areas. 
An  estimated  one  million  children  are  receiving  free  milk  under  the  program  this 
year  in  these  and  other  schools. 

The  Chairman.  As  you  recall,  when  I  discussed  the  matter  with 
you,  it  was  my  belief  that  we  should  keep  the  school  lunch  program 
intact  and  not  take  in  any  other  programs  that  are  now  on  the  statute 
books  that  contemplate  assistance  outside  of  the  schools. 

Secretary  Freeman.  I  certainly  agree  with  the  chairman’s  expres¬ 
sion  in  that  respect,  that  it  is  highly  desirable  that  these  programs 
be  coordinated  and  related. 

Senator  Aiken.  To  the  poverty  programs? 

Secretary  Freeman.  Related  with  the  ongoing  programs,  the 
school  lunch  programs  and  the  school  milk  programs,  as  they  now 
exist. 

(Senator  Aiken.  You  refer  to  the  school  lunch  program  and  the 
school  milk  program  in  the  same  breath  almost.  Does  this  bill  pro¬ 
vide  that  preference  shall  be  given  to  putting  the  school  milk  program 
under  the  poverty  program  and  not  the  school  lunch  program? 
Secretary  Freeman.  I  do  not  think  it  does. 

Senator  Aiken.  Section  IS  says  that.  How  does  section  18  of  this 
bill  come  to  say  that? 

Secretary  Freeman.  It  is  something  that  must  have  escaped  me 
then. 

I  Senator  Aiken.  It  says: 

In  the  selection  of  schools  and  nonprofit  institutions  to  receive  Federal  assistance 
under  sections  13,  14,  and  15  of  this  Act,  the  State  agency  shall  adopt  the  methods 
and  procedures  necessary  to  assure  coordination  with  and  give,  where  the  need  is 
comparable,  preference  to  programs  carried  on  under  the  Elementary  and  Second¬ 
ary  Education  Act  of  1965  and  the  Economic  Opportunity  Act  of  1964  in  such 
schools  or  institutions. 

Does  not  that  almost  give  direction  to  put  the  school  milk  program 
under  the  poverty  program,  but  also  fixes  $2,000  as  the  poverty  level 
rather  than  the  $3,000  which  is  the  amount  adopted  for  other  programs 
by  most  of  the  States,  particularly  the  stamp  plan? 

Secretary  Freeman.  That  was  not  the  intent.  This  is  a  general 
coordinating  section.  I  think  that  this  language  could  be  improved, 
considering  that  there  are  currently  some  milk  and  school  lunch  pro¬ 
grams  that  are  carried  forward  under  these  two  acts.  We  would 
envision  and  anticipate - 

Senator  Aiken.  I  think  that  they  could  be  coordinated. 

Secretary  Freeman.  That  these  programs  should  be  carried  on 
under  the  overall  umbrella  of  the  current  program. 

Senator  Aiken.  I  would  hate  to  see  the  programs  that  have  worked 
wonderfully  well  discarded  and  have  the  substance  of  those  programs 
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incorporated  in  another  program  which  has  not  worked  at  all,  as  the 
record  shows. 

The  Chairman.  Mr.  Secretary,  yon  will  recall  that  that  was  the 
burden  of  my  argument  to  you. 

Secretary  Freeman.  Yes,  sir. 

The  Chairman.  Here  is  a  program  that  we  have  had  on  the  books 
now  for  20  years.  It  was  worked  well.  I  do  not  want  to  mix  it  in 
with  the  “Headstart”  or  “Head-on,”  or  whatever  you  might  call  the 
programs  in  the  poverty  program.  What  we  want  to  do  do  is  to  try 
to  maintain  the  school  lunch  program  and  to  improve  on  it.  That  is 
what  I  would  like  to  see. 

Of  course,  if  there  is  conflict  in  the  furnishing  of  food  to  people 
outside  of  the  schools  by  some  other  agency,  well,  that  is  one  thing, 
but  I  think  that  we  ought  to  keep  this  act  intact.  Of  course,  when 
we  go  over  this,  the  committee  as  a  whole,  and  with  our  counsel  here, 
we  want  to  be  certain  that  the  school  milk  program  will  stand  on  its 
own  foundation  free  from  any  other  programs  that  the  Government 
now  has  on  the  statute  books. 

Secretary  Freeman.  I  think  that  the  language  of  section  18  can 
be  improved. 

Senator  Aiken.  Yes,  materially. 

The  Chairman.  You  might  strike  it  out,  because  we  do  not  want 
to  have  it  connected  with  any  of  these  outside  programs. 

Senator  Aiken.  Certainly,  the  school  lunch  program  has  been  a 
wonderful  program.  The  school  lunch  program  and  the  school  milk 
program  have  been  wonderful  programs  and  should  be  coordinated 
programs.  I  go  along  with  the  breakfast  program,  where  they  meet 
up  with  a  different  aspect,  but  I  do  not  want  to  put  them  under  the 
poverty  program.  I  cannot  go  along  with  that,  until  the  poverty 
program  has  demonstrated  its  benefits  and  has  made  more  progress 
than  it  has  to  date. 

The  Chairman.  Mr.  Secretary,  there  is  another  point,  and  I  am 
sure  that  you  are  going  to  emphasize  it  as  we  go  along.  At  the  last 
meeting  we  had  of  this  committee,  I  suggested  that  the  special  milk 
program,  which  was  set  on  the  statute  books  years  ago  more  or  less 
to  assist  the  producers  of  milk,  be  written  in  connection  with  our 
school  lunch  program.  I  thought  that  is  where  it  belonged,  because 
it*  would  mean  better  administration.  That  is  why  I  suggested  it 
be  done.  If  you  have  any  views  different  from  that,  I  wish  that  you 
would  state  it  as  you  go  along  with  your  statement. 

Secretary  Freeman.  I  think  that  is  perfectly  consistent  with  the 
purpose  that  the  chairman  outlined  initially,  and  I  think  it  is  very 
logical  and  appropriate  that  the  provision  for  the  extension  of  the 
special  milk  program  should  be  included  as  a  part  of  the  overall 
combination  of  school  lunch  and  school  milk  programs. 

Senator  Aiken.  They  coordinate  very  well. 

Secretary  Freeman.  And  are  administered  in  common,  and  it 
will  be  a  better  program. 

Senator  Aiken.  The  school  lunch  program  established  20  years  ago 
was  ar  means  of  reducing  the  surplus,  if  my  memory  is  correct. 

Secretary  Freeman.  It  was  subsequently  proven  to  be  humani¬ 
tarian  and  an  important  service  program  that  resulted  from  the 
stimulus  of  economic  necessity  at  a  given  time  and  place. 

Senator  Aiken.  And  one  of  the  best  programs  we  have  devised 
so  far. 
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The  Chairman.  Which  is  thae? 

Senator  Aiken.  The  school  lunch  program. 

The  Chairman.  Of  course  it  is. 

Senator  Aiken.  I  believe  it  was  the  present  Vice  President  who 
got  us  to  extend  it  to  day  camps  a  few  years  ago  so  the  children  of 
the  poor  areas  could  be  helped.  1  thought  that  was  worthwhile. 

Idle  Chairman.  In  that  connection,  Senator  Aiken,  I  may  say 
that  when  Vice  President  Humphrey  was  a  member  of  this  committee, 
of  course,  he  did  all  that  he  could  to  assist  the  milk  people  of  his 
State,  and  I  do  not  blame  him  for  that.  This  extra  milk  program, 
as  1  recall,  was  to  assist  the  producers  more  than  the  consumers  of 
this  milk.  It  is  all  right  to  have  Congress  appropriate  the  money 
necessary  to  have  this  excellent  program,  but  what  I  would  like  to 
see,  and  I  want  to  reiterate  this,  is  that  it  be  more  or  less  for  the  school- 
children,  that  it  be  operated  in  connection  with  the  school  lunch 
program. 

You  may  proceed,  Mr.  Secretary. 

Secretary  Freeman.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

I  welcome  this  opportunity  to  testify  in  support  of  S.  3467,  a  bill 
to  amend  the  National  School  Lunch  Act  to  strengthen  and  expand 
the  child  nutrition  programs  in  this  country  today. 

These  amendments  comprise  a  vital  part  of  the  administration  goal 
to  continue  the  progress  now  being  made  in  the  national  school  lunch 
program  and  to  make  this  program  a  more  effective  instrument  in 
meeting  the  needs  of  millions  of  children  in  this  country  for  better 
nutrition. 

I  would  like  in  this  testimony  to  describe  the  child  nutrition  goals 
of  this  administration,  to  discuss  the  need  that  has  given  rise  to  them, 
and  to  clear  up  some  misunderstandings  and  to  corrrect  some  misin¬ 
formation  about  them. 

The  administration  seeks  to  provide  every  child,  regardless  of  the 
wealth  of  his  or  her  parents,  with  an  opportunity  for  a  full  and  ade¬ 
quate  meal  at  school. 

Specifically: 

We  want  to  double  the  number  of  children  who  now  receive  a  free 
or  reduced  cost  meal  through  the  school  lunch  program. 

Senator  Aiken.  What  percentage  participate  now? 

Secretary  Freeman.  About  1  million  out  of  17  million. 

Is  that  right,  the  number  that  participate  and  get  free  or  reduced 
cost  lunches? 

STATEMENT  OF  HOWARD  P.  DAVIS,  DEPUTY  ADMINISTRATOR 

FOR  CONSUMER  FOOD  PROGRAMS,  CONSUMER  AND  MARKETING 

SERVICE,  U.S.  DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 

Mr.  Davis.  About  1  million. 

Senator  Aiken.  Only  1  million? 

Mr.  Davis.  Two  million,  about  10  percent  of  the  total. 

Senator  Aiken.  How  may  participate  in  the  lunch  program? 

Mr.  Davis.  About  50  percent  of  the  schoolchildren  participate  in 
schools  with  the  school  lunch  program. 

Senator  Aiken.  Yes;  50  percent  of  the  total? 

Mr.  Davis.  Yes,  sir. 

Senator  Aiken.  That  is  different  in  different  regions;  is  it  not? 
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Mr.  Davis.  It  varies  considerably  by  States. 

Senator  Aiken.  By  regions;  yes. 

Senator  Young.  Which  States  have  the  least  participation? 

The  Chairman.  I  wonder  if  you  could  put  a  list  of  the  States  in  the 
record,  if  you  have  it  there,  that  participate?  That  would  be  helpful 
for  the  record.  That  would  be  the  best  w'a7*  to  do  it. 

(The  information  is  as  follows:) 


National  School  Lunch  Program 


Number  of  children  and  schools  participating,  fiscal  year  1965  1 


i i 

State • 

Children  in  elementary  and  secondary 
schools 

Elementary 

and 

secondary 

schools 

Total 

enrollment 2 

Number 

participating 

Percent 

participation 

Number 

participating 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

Northeast: 

069,  .579 

172,290 

25.7 

705 

123,  759 

41, 573 

33.6 

152 

160, 396 

23,  462 

14. 1 

47 

253,  440 

89,  471 

35.3 

648 

872,  372 

255,  330 

29.3 

980 

1,253,  069 
160,  270 

424,  079 
52,204 
252,  672 

36.8 

1,354 

32.6 

324 

1,551,245 

16.2 

1,077 
4,  041 
3,  166 
181 

3, 967,  000 

1,240,248 

31.3 

2, 822,  290 

806,253 

28.6 

203,  401 

36,317 

17.9 

99,  562 

37, 222 

37.4 

335 

453,  248 

191,663 

42.3 

1,  402 

12,  595,  637 

3,  622,  784 

28.8 

14,  412 

Southeast: 

850,  639 
1,271.360 

431,777 

50.8 

1,493 

643,  659 

50.6 

1,627 

1,067,  981 

621,044 

58.2 

1,839 

1,817 

750,  933 

451,698 

60.1 

597, 864 

318, 194 

53.2 

982 

1, 197,911 

689, 731 

57.6 

1,896 

679,  994 

276,  902 

40.7 

2, 161 
1,184 
1,767 

648,  408 

375, 818 

58.0 

895,  431 

440, 486 

49.2 

1,024,  455 

467,  909 

45.7 

1,646 

31 

12,  269 

8,  250 

67.2 

8, 997, 235 

4,  725,  468 

52.5 

16, 443 

Midwest: 

2, 567, 343 

571,800 

22.3 

3,283 

1,228, 180 

4614,  678 

37.8 

1,809 

717,131 

359, 766 

50.2 

1,707 

2,  253,  620 

512, 658 

22.7 

2,228 

1,673 

955,  922 

455, 369 

47.6 

1,114,312 

464,  478 

41.7 

2,520 

714 

373,  864 

149,  002 

39.9 

168, 127 

87,  261 

51.9 

571 

2,610,024 

772,  528 

29.6 

2,582 

187, 345 

64,  467 

34.4 

349 

Wisconsin - 

1,  087,  415 

370,  284 

34. 1 

2, 392 

13,  263, 283 

4,  272,  291 

32.2 

19,828 

Southwest: 

460,  484 

234,  627 

51.0 

1,010 

519,  128 

195,  878 

37.7 

970 

557, 861 

228,  211 

40.9 

1,142 

927,  337 

643,  926 

69.4 

1,679 

287,  330 

114,806 

40.0 

545 

621,300 

235,  446 

37.9 

1,576 

2, 614, 277 

800,  870 

30.6 

3,334 

Area - , - - - r - r— 

5,987, 717 

2,  453,  764 

41.0 

10,  256 

See  footnotes  at  end  of  table,  p.  14. 
64-823—66 - 3 
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Number  of  children  and  schools  participating,  fiscal  year  1965  1 — Continued 


State 

i 

Children  in  elementary  and  secondary 
schools 

Elementary 

and 

secondary 

schools 

Total 

enrollment 2 

(1) 

Number 

participating 

(2) 

Percent 

participation 

(3) 

Number 

participating 

(4) 

Western: 

Alaska _ _  _ _ _  - 

58,  298 

19, 322 

33.1 

119 

Arizona. _  .  ..  -  ....  -  - 

397,  295 

149, 493 

37.6 

500 

California -  - -  --  . . . 

4,531,400 

882,  503 

19.5 

4,025 

Guam..  .  ....  .  .  -  ...  ... 

21, 124 

6, 199 

29.3 

29 

Hawaii...  ...  ..  .  --  -  - 

188,  033 

126, 155 

67.1 

215 

Idaho..  -  ......  .  - 

181,505 

81,  521 

44.9 

509 

Montana... - -  -  --  ---  - 

185,  643 

56, 853 

30.6 

489 

Nevada..  - - -  -  -  - 

103,804 

17,  222 

16.6 

107 

Oregon  . . 

475,  871 

184,  543 

38.8 

988 

Samoa,  American _  ..... 

8,  047 

4,  010 

49.8 

23 

Utah _ _  .  .  . 

288,731 

132,  487 

45.9 

476 

Washington...  .  .  .  ..  - 

776, 174 

258, 117 

33.3 

1,440 

Wyoming.  . .  --  -  - 

91,926, 

31,906 

34.7 

273 

Area ...  ....  .  ...  ..  . 

7, 307,  851 

1,950,331 

26.7 

9, 193 

Grand  total.  ..  . . 

48, 151, 723 

17, 023, 638 

35.4 

70, 132 

1  Data  for  December  1964  and  represent  the  average  number  of  children  participating  in  the  program  for 
that  month.  The  number  of  schools  and  children  may  have  been  higher  in  some  States  during  other  months 
but  December  was  the  peak  month  of  participation  nationally. 

2  Source:  Latest  data  available  from  the  Office  of  Education.  Enrollment  data  for  public  schools  are 
for  fall  1964.  Private  school  enrollment  is  for  1961-62. 


Secretary  Freeman.  To  respond  to  the  initial  question,  there  are 
about  2  million  of  the  17  million  who  receive  free  or  reduced  price 
lunches,  and  they  include  milk. 

Senator  Aiken.  The  States  now  have  authority  to  determine  what 
group  of  children  shall  pay  for  their  milk,  according  to  their  economic 
status? 

Secretary  Freeman.  The  States  do  have  the  authority.  As  a 
matter  of  fact,  more  than  that,  they  are,  in  effect,  requested,  at  least 
the  standard  is  set  down,  that  they  should  make  a  provision  for 
reduced  price  or  for  free  lunches  for  the  children  who  cannot  afford  it. 
However,  the  States  do  not  do  that  across  the  board,  and  they  miss 
many  who  should  have  reduced  price  or  free  lunches.  They  do  this, 
because,  they  say,  the  resources  are  not  adequate  to  provide  free 
lunches  for  everyone,  and,  therefore,  they  feel  they  serve  the  greater 
good  by  using  limited  resources  to  reach  a  greater  number  of  children, 
some  of  whom,  otherwise,  would  not  be  reached  if  they  used  the 
resources  for  free  lunches  for  those  who  cannot  afford  to  pay  anything. 

So,  one  of  the  main  thrusts  of  our  whole  effort  here  is  to  try  and 
supplement  the  States  and  have  a  special  program  with  a  special 
requirement  that  those  children  will  be  reached  who,  otherwise,  are 
now  being  missed. 

Senator  Aiken.  But  they  can  require  the  participants  in  the  school 
lunch  programs  to  pay  60,  80,  even  100  percent  of  the  full  cost? 

Secretary  Freeman.  That  is  correct. 

Senator  Aiken.  And  the  Department  and  the  Secretary  impresses 
on  them  that  they  should  require  those  who  are  perfectly  able  to 
pay  to  pay? 

Secretary  Freeman.  That  is  correct. 

Senator  "Aiken.  So  that  the  money  available  can  be  used  for 
those  who  cannot  pay  or  cannot  pay  much? 
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Secretary  Freeman.  That  is  right. 

Senator  Talmadge.  What  percentage  of  the  cost  is  borne  by  the 
State  in  this  school  program? 

Secretary  Freeman.  The  States  bear  how  much  of  that? 

Mr.  Davis.  About  12  cents  of  the  50-cent  meal. 

Secretary  Freeman.  12  cents  would  be  to  the  States,  about  that. 

Senator  Talmadge.  Is  that  in  services,  or  in  money,  or  both? 

Mr.  Davis.  In  both. 

Secretary  Freeman.  Both. 

The  Chairman.  The  Chair  would  suggest  that  we  place  in  the 
record  at  this  point  the  table  showing  the  comparison  of  the  free  or 
reduced  luncheon  with  the  total  lunches  served  by  States  and  area  for 
1964-65. 

(The  table  is  as  follows:) 


National  School  Lunch  Program 

Comparison  of  free  or  reduced-price  lunches  with  total  lunches  serviced,  by  Stale  and 

area,  1964-65 


Total  lunches 

Free  or  reduced-price  lunches 

State 

served  1 

(D 

Number 

(2) 

Percent  of 
total 

(3) 

Northeast: 

Connecticut . _.  .  _ _  - 

29,  348,  831 

697,  744 

2.4 

Delaware _  ...  -  .  ..  ..  -  - - - 

7,  192, 173 

140,  916 

2.0 

District  of  Columbia.  .  _  _  ...  _ 

4,  186,  518 

1,710,  453 

40.9 

Maine _ ...  ...  .  _  _  _ 

14, 637.  454 

1,  329,  743 

9.1 

Maryland _ _ 

44,  742,  205 

1,  559,  998 

3.  5 

Massachusetts _ 

72,  885.  619 

3,  636,  312 

5.0 

New  Hampshire...  ...  .  .  ...  ...  ..  . . 

8,615,  215 

543,  440 

6.3 

New  Jersey..  .  .  . . .  .  - 

43,  796,  839 

2, 190,  097 

5.0 

New  York _  ..  ...  _  _ _ 

210,711,  502 

55,  892,  635 

26.  5 

Pennsylvania _  .  .  .  .  . . . 

137,  676,  776 

10,  492,  671 

7.6 

Rhode  Island _  _ 

6,  011,894 

75,  473 

1.3 

Vermont -  - - -  -  - 

5,  035,  513 

416,  017 

8.3 

West  Virginia.  ..  . .  .  .  ...  .  .. 

31,  608,  541 

4,  954,  081 

15.7 

Area,  total _  ...  -  - 

616,  449,  080 

83, 639.  580 

13.6 

Southeast: 

Alabama  . .  .  ....  - 

72, 807, 405 

5,  509,  901 

7.6 

Florida - - -  -  - 

114,  110,593 

10, 128, 110 

8.9 

Georgia _ _ -  -  - 

109,  136,  579 

9,  113,229 

8.4 

Kentucky _  ...  .  .  .  -  - 

77,  276,  278 
53,  034.  314 

10,  570,  097 

13.7 

Mississippi . .  .  .  .  _  ...  -  - 

4,  537,  013 

8.0 

North  Carolina.. _  .  .  . . 

122,  045,  768 

7,  821,  067 

6.4 

Puerto  Rico _  .  .  -  .  ..  -  - 

48,  722,  263 

48,  426,  190 

99.4 

South  Carolina - - -  - 

64,  520,  502 

7.  042,  552 

10.9 

Tennessee _ _  _  _ 

75, 107,  292 

10,  030,  497 

13.4 

Virginia _  _  _  . 

82,  956,  631 

4,  800,  521 

5.8 

Virgin  Islands  . . 

1,  388,  632 

1,  388,  632 

100.0 

Area,  total . .  . -  -  ... 

821,  106,  257 

119,367,  809 

14.5 

Midwest: 

Illinois _  .  ...  .  . . .  . 

101,  715,  484 

3,  118,  096 

3. 1 

Indiana . .  . . . . .  - 

76.  355,  231 

2, 274,  988 

3.0 

Iowa .  .  . 

60,  941,  841 

1,  881,  757 

3.1 

Michigan. .  .  ...  ...  . 

83,880.  115 

4,  036,  305 

4.8 

Minnesota  .  ...  _  ..  ...... 

73,  867,  050 

2,  582,  346 

3.5 

Missouri . .  . . 

77,916,  3S1 

3,  552,  936 

4.6 

Nebraska. .  .  ......  ..  . . 

23,  653,  378 

1,  494,  899 

6.3 

North  Dakota . . . -  -  -  -  - 

14,  491,  633 

804,  530 

5.6 

Ohio _  _ _  .  ..  - . . . . 

134,  673,  541 

7,  447,  347 

5.  5 

South  Dakota . .  . . . 

10,  980,  827 

1.  205,  198 

11.0 

Wisconsin . . . .  ..  . . 

62,  041,  690 

2,  797,  918 

4.5 

Area,  total . .  .  -  --  ...  ...  -- 

720,  517,  090 

31, 196,  320 

4.3 

See  footnote  at  end  of  table,  p.  16. 
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Comparison  of  free  or  reduced-price  lunches  with  total  lunches  served,  by  State  and 

area,  1964-65- — Continued 


Total  lunches 

Free  or  reduced-price  luncs 

State 

served  1 

U) 

Number 

(2) 

Percent  of 
total 

(8) 

Southwest: 

Arkansas.  -  -  - 

38, 934,  642 

3,  356,  274 

8.6 

Colorado  .  - - - 

32,  766,  462 

1,  630,  276 

5.0 

Kansas. .  ..  - - - - - --- 

38,  464,  077 

842, 905 

2.2 

Louisiana _  ...  .  - - 

110, 189,  027 

12,  312, 178 

11.2 

New  Mexico .  . -  - 

19,  663,  931 

3,  390,  000 

17.2 

Oklahoma _ _ _ _ 

39,  362,  057 

4,  024, 167 

10.2 

Texas _ 

133,  630, 857 

9,491,515 

7.1 

Area,  total . . -  - .  -  - 

413,  001,053 

35,  047,  315 

8.5 

Western: 

Alaska -  - - 

3,  281, 131 

1,058,  299 

32/ 

Arizona -  - 

25,  657,  540 

3,  246,  256 

12.( 

California ....  - -  .  .. 

139,  904,  271 

5,  738, 148 

4.1 

Guam  . .  . . 

1,  214,  215 

118,360 

9.7 

Hawaii -  - 

22,  241,  851 

870,  318 

3.9 

Idaho -  - 

13,291,520 

325,  613 

2.4 

Montana . .  .  . 

9,  653,  082 

952,  752 

9.9 

Nevada _  _  _  -  --  - 

2,901,057 

198,  357 

6.8 

Oregon - -  -  ...  --  -  -  - 

31,007,047 

625,583 

2.0 

Samoa,  American  .  .  .... 

549,  322 

388,  045 

70.6 

Utah _ 

22, 863, 185 

1,  340,  275 

5.9 

Washington. .  .....  ....  - 

43,  394,  027 

1,  596,  211 

3.7 

Wyoming...  .  .  . .  . 

5,  228, 956 

130,  407 

2.6 

Area,  total -  - 

321, 187,  204 

16, 588, 624 

5.2 

Total - -  - 

2, 892,  260, 684 

285, 839,  648 

9.9 

i  Does  not  include  214,337  type  C  lunches  served  in  Guam.  No  type  C  lunches  are  served  free  or  reduced. 

Secretary  Freeman.  Also,  specifically: 

We  want  to  insure  that  a  child  who  arrives  at  school  with  an  empty 
stomach  does  not  have  to  wait  until  lunch  before  he  or  she  gets  any¬ 
thing  to  eat. 

We  want  to  extend  the  administrative  machinery  that  has  worked 
so  well  for  the  national  school  lunch  program  to  the  new  activities 
and  provide  administrative  funds  to  the  states  to  make  this  possible. 

These  goals  have  one  very  simple  objective.  A  generation  of 
experience  in  the  school  lunch  program  has  demonstrated  convince 
ingly  that  the  learning  process  functions  best  when  a  child  has  enough 
to  eat. 

Good  nutrition  is  basic  to  a  healthy,  alert  child,  and  to  a  healthy, 
alert,  and  inquisitive  mind. 

I  know  I  do  not  need  to  convince  you  or  the  American  people  of  this 
fact.  The  record  of  the  school  lunch  program  over  the  past  generation 
speaks  amply  in  this  regard. 

This  year  in  some  71,000  schools  across  the  Nation  more  than  18 
million  children  will  be  consuming  a  record  3  billion  lunches.  This 
program  represents  the  largest  single  group  feeding  effort  anywhere 
in  the  world.  It  supports  a  business  with  an  annual  volume  of  some 
$1.5  billion.  Significantly,  the  largest  portion  of  this  cost  is  provided 
at  State  and  local  levels,  including  payments  from  the  children  who 
receive  the  food.  Federal  support,  which  in  dollars  and  donated  food 
from  surplus  stocks  amounts  to  about  $325  million  a  year  is  largely 
a  catalyst  to  encourage  the  States  to  establish  the  program  and  the 
schools  to  participate  in  it. 
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Over  the  years,  the  program  grovvaJi  has  been  steady  and  sound  at 
an  annual  rate  of  6  to  S  percent.  ^Ye  have  been  pleased  by  this 
growth.  But  we  also  are  concerned  that  malnutrition  still  curtails 
the  learning  capacity  of  too  many  children  today. 

Shortly  after  I  came  to  the  Department,  I  asked  that  a  survey 
be  made  of  the  child  nutrition  efforts  we  were  carrying  out.  I  wanted 
to  know  just  where  we  stood,  how  successfully  was  the  Nation, 
blessed  with  an  abundant  agriculture,  meeting  the  needs  of  its  children. 
Were  we,  for  example,  reaching  children  most  in  need  of  improved 
nutrition? 

The  results  were  jarring,  to  put  it  mildly.  We  found  a  gap  which 
was  steadily  growing,  and  would  continue  to  grow  unless  additional 
steps  would  be  taken  to  meet  it. 

We  found  there  were  9  million  children  in  schools  with  no  food 
service. 

One  million  of  these  are  children  of  poverty  and  should  have  a 

#’ee  or  reduced  price  meal,  if  it  were  available. 

Beyond  this,  we  found  another  half  million  needy  children  in 
schools  equipped  with  lunch  facilities  who  should  also  have  free  or 
reduced  price  meals,  but  who  could  not  because  local  resources  were 
inadequate. 

The  schools  without  facilities  are,  for  the  most  part,  those  in  down¬ 
town  urban  areas  or  in  isolated  rural  areas.  A  great  many  of  these 
schools  draw  attendance  from  children  of  low-income  families.  These 
schools  and  these  children  need  help. 

In  addition  to  the  need  for  low-cost  lunches,  a  new  problem  has 
deA’eloped  in  recent  years  which  adds  greatly  to  the  nutrition  gap 
among  young  people.  Too  many  of  our  children  arrive  at  school  with¬ 
out  a  proper  breakfast.  Many  children  in  rural  areas  travel  long  dis¬ 
tances  by  bus  while  in  urban  areas  a  child’s  parents  often  have  to 
leave  for  work  an  hour  or  more  before  the  child  leaves  for  school. 
Neither  situation  is  conducive  to  a  good  start  for  the  day  as  far  as  the 
child  is  concerned. 

Let  me  quote  from  a  recent  publication,  “Education:  An  Answer 
to  Poverty,”  issued  by  the  Office  of  Education  and  the  Office  of  Eco¬ 
nomic  Opportunity: 

£  Scientific  studies  have  shown  conclusively  that  the  process  of  learning  virtually 
Wnds  when  a  human  being  becomes  uncomfortably  hungry.  When  a  child 
appears  at  school  in  the  morning  having  had  little  or  no  breakfast,  he  might 
just  as  well  have  stayed  at  home.  The  teacher’s  effort  is  wasted.  The  cur¬ 
riculum,  the  long  hours  of  professional  preparation,  the  value  of  textbooks  and 
teaching  aids  are  lost  upon  him.  Similarly,  a  child  without  luuch  loses  most  of 
the  value  of  a  school  afternoon.  A  hungry  child  not  only  injures  himself,  but 
his  discomfort  may  subtly  disturb  the  teaching  of  a  whole  class. 


The  brief  review  of  the  youth  nutritional  gap  describes  some  of 
the  problems  which  confront  us,  and  which  should  be  of  concern  to 
all  Americans.  In  recent  years  we  have  attempted  to  meet  the 
nutrition  gap  within  existing  legislation,  with  varying  degrees  of 
success. 

During  the  1961-62  school  year,  we  recommended  and  the  Congress 
provided  for  a  special  commodity  assistance  program  for  needy 
schools.  We  developed  what  might  be  called  a  school  lunch  CARE 
package  containing  the  essentials  for  a  lunch.  This  was  shipped  to 
participating  schools.  It  was  a  less  than  adequate  solution. 
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In  the  winter  of  1962-63,  thrdk<gh  the  vigorous  cooperation  of  the 
Kentucky  State  school  lunch  staff  and  local  officials,  we  tried  another 
approach  to  getting  a  lunch  program  started  in  isolated  one-  and 
two-room  schools  in  the  Appalachian  area  of  eastern  Kentucky. 

In  the  course  of  several  months  we  were  able  to  start  a  lunch 
program  in  380  schools  with  an  enrollment  of  about  11,000  children. 
In  most  of  these  schools,  space  for  food  storage,  preparation,  and 
service  was  virtually  nonexistent.  Sanitation  facilities  were  no  better. 
But  the  job  was  done,  using  two-burner  hotplates,  second-hand 
refrigerators  and  asking  the  children  to  bring  a  plate  and  utensils 
from  home. 

The  State  School  Lunch  Director  diverted  extra  Federal  school 
lunch  money  to  these  schools  as  well  as  extra  donated  commodities  to 
provide  a  type  A  lunch.  As  you  can  well  imagine,  this  whole  program 
required  an  enormous  effort  and  cooperation  among  all  those  involved, 
and  the  results  in  terms  of  improved  health,  attendance,  and  attention 
among  participating  children  made  the  effort  more  than  worthwhile. 

We  have  explored,  too,  and  made  a  special  study  of  the  problem  of 
getting  the  lunch  program  to  downtown  urban  schools  where  there  are 
no  food  service  facilities  and  no  place  to  put  them.  There  are  several 
ways  of  coping  with  this  need,  such  as  centralized  kitchen  operations 
to  service  satellite  school  lunch  programs.  The  few  test  projects 
which  have  been  carried  out  indicate  that  central  kitchen  facilities 
can  be  very  effective  in  these  stiuations. 

The  greatest  success  we  have  achieved  thus  far  in  the  effort  to  show 
that  the  child  nutrition  gap  can  be  closed  was  initiated  this  school 
year  with  a  $2  million  appropriation  the  Congress  made  for  this 
fiscal  year. 

The  appropriation  under  section  11  of  the  National  School  Lunch 
Act — which  authorizes  additional  funds  to  help  provide  low-priced 
lunches — gave  us  a  chance  to  show  what  could  be  done  with  a  little 
money  and  a  lot  of  determination. 

We  have  developed  817  demonstration  projects  throughout  the 
country — at  least  1  in  every  State,  District  of  Columbia  and  Puerto 
Rico — to  enable  schools  in  low-income  districts  to  reduce  the  price 
of  lunches  by  as  much  as  10  to  15  cents,  to  as  low  as  10  to  15  cents 
per  meal  in  many  areas,  and  provide  many  free  meals. 

Most  of  these  demonstration  schools  have  lunch  facilities,  but 
were  unable  to  provide  free  or  reduced-price  lunches  to  all  the  children 
who  could  not  pay  the  regular  price.  Some  60  percent  of  the  325,000 
children  attending  these  schools  are  now  participating  in  the  lunch 
program — an  increase  of  60  percent  over  participation  before  section 
1 1  special  assistance  was  available. 

Statistics  alone  do  not  tell  the  full  story  of  the  success  of  this 
program.  You  only  begin  to  see  this  when  you  read  the  reports  which 
tell  of  the  decrease  in  absenteeism  or  the  drop  in  the  time  lost  when 
a  child,  weakened  by  hunger,  became  dizzy  or  sick  from  stomach 
cramps  and  had  to  leave  the  classroom.  There  are  notes  of  unmis¬ 
takable  joy  in  the  words  of  teachers  and  school  nurses  when  they  tell 
of  the  increase  in  growth  and  weight  of  the  children. 

These  are  not  isolated  results.  They  run  as  a  common  thread 
through  the  reports  and  letters  from  demonstration  projects  in  each 
area.  In  this  respect,  the  project  here  in  the  District’s  Shaw  Junior 
High  School  is  typical. 
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When  the  demonstration  program  began  in  January,  the  price  of 
the  school  lunch  was  reduced  from  30  cents  to  20  cents,  and  the  number 
of  lunches  served  doubled  from  about  300  a  day  to  over  600.  For 
most  children,  the  lunch  provides  almost  half  of  their  daily  nutrition 
needs.  For  some,  the  school  lunch  is  often  the  only  good  meal  the 
children  get  all  day. 

The  school  nurse  reports  that  the  change  in  students,  particularly 
the  needy  students,  has  been  remarkable.  Complaints  of  stomach 
cramps  have  dropped,  and  the  attention  span  of  students  has  increased. 

These  results  demonstrate  clearly  that  the  child  nutrition  gap  can 
be  closed,  and  that  the  States  and  the  local  schools  are  both  willing 
and  able  to  attack  this  problem  vigorously  and  effectively,  if  they  have 
help. 

That  is  why  I  am  here  today,  to  ask  the  Congress  to  provide  the 
assistance  which  the  local  schools  and  the  States  are  ready  to  apply 
to  insure  that  children  throughout  this  country  will  have  the  oppor¬ 
tunity  for  a  full  meal. 

This  will  require  both  appropriations  and  new  authority". 

The  measures  which  this  committee  is  considering  today7  will 
authorize  some  of  the  new  steps  which  must  be  taken  if  the  child 
nutrition  gap  is  to  be  closed. 

S.  3467  will  authorize: 

1.  A  pilot  breakfast  program  for  schools  in  low-income  districts  for 
a  period  covering  the  next  3  fiscal  years.  These  breakfast  programs 
will  be  similar  to  a  number  of  special  projects  which  have  been  con¬ 
ducted  in  the  current  school  year  with  generally  favorable  results. 

2.  A  permanent  program  to  assist  low-income  school  districts  to 
acquire  school  food  service  equipment  where  they  are  not  now  avail¬ 
able. 

3.  A  special  milk  program  for  the  next  4  fiscal  years  which  would 
continue  in  effect  the  present  special  milk  program.  I  would  suggest 
for  your  consideration  that  the  4-year  limitation  be  removed  so  the 
program  may  be  made  permanent  and  that  the  $100  million  limitation 
on  authorizations  be  eliminated.  We  see  no  basis  for  limiting  the 
duration  of  the  program.  In  addition,  there  are  no  appropriation 
limitations  under  the  other  proposed  amendments. 

4.  The  nse  of  Federal  funds  to  help  State  agencies  to  defray  adminis¬ 
trative  costs  of  the  new  programs. 

The  Chairman.  On  that  point,  Mr.  Secretary,  will  you  tell  us  what 
the  .yardstick  would  be  used,  in  regard  to  the  use  of  these  administra¬ 
tive  funds  which  come  from  the  Federal  Government? 

Secretary  Freeman.  Well,  we  would  make  these  funds  available  to 
all  the  States  who  proceeded  to  carry  forward  the  program  which  is 
outlined  here,  to  expand  and  strengthen  their  programs.  This  would 
involve  considerable,  by  way  of  administrative  work  and  more  per¬ 
sonnel  and  action  to  get  out  in  the  areas  where  there  have  not  been 
programs  and  where  there  is  not  currently  leadership,  and  to  provide 
some  of  it  to  get  them  started.  It  is  our  best  judgment  that  in  the 
absence  of  some  kind  of  assistance — and  the  assistance  contemplated 
here  is  only  a  maximum  of  $7,500;  therefore,  quite  modest,  but  in  the 
absence  of  this,  this  program  would  be  slow  in  starting  in  many  of  the 
States. 

The  Chairman.  Well,  the  States,  as  I  understand  it,  pay  the  whole 
amount  now,  do  they  not? 
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Secretary  Freeman..  Yes,  they  do. 

The  Chairman.  The  administrative  expense. 

Secretary  Freeman.  Yes. 

The  Chairman.  And  here  you  are  permitting  the  use  of  Federal 
funds  for  that.  My  fear  is  that  this  amount  may  be  increased  and 
we  would  find  ourselves  with  the  Government  carrying  more  of  this 
administrative  cost  than  we  contemplated.  It  would  seem  to  me  that 
this  school  lunch  program  has  been  well  handled  because  of  the  fact 
that  you  had  full  cooperation  at  the  local  level — the  fathers  and  the 
mothers  and  the  local  people  supported  it  and  made  it  a  success.  I 
would  certainly  think  that  we  should  have  certain  yardsticks  so  as  not 
to  interfere  with  the  present  method  of  having  the  local  people  con¬ 
tribute  whatever  is  necessary  to  operate  these  programs.  If  adminis¬ 
trative  costs  are  to  be  used  in  areas  where  the  local  community  cannot 
afford  it,  that  is  one  exception,  but  I  would  certainly  dislike  to  see  the 
present  system  changed  in  any  manner,  because,  I  repeat,  the  fact 
that  the  local  people  interest  themselves  in  this  and  make  a  go  of  it 
has,  in  my  opinion,  spelled  its  success. 

Secretary  Freeman.  I  think  that  the  chairman’s  remarks  are  very 
valid.  We  do  not  contemplate  that  there  woidd  be  any  changes.  I 
think  the  relationship  between  the  State  and  the  Federal  Government 
in  this  program  would  continue  as  is.  This  merely  provides  some 
additional  resources  which  we  believe  will  be  well  used  and  are 
important  in  reaching  our  objectives. 

As  a  matter  of  fact,  Mr.  Chairman,  a  good  bit  of  the  recent  legisla¬ 
tion  has  provided  for  a  sharing  of  the  administrative  costs.  The 
Elementary  and  Secondary  Education  Act  is  an  example. 

The  Chairman.  And  do  not  mix  it  in  with  the  school  lunch  pro¬ 
gram.  I  understand  that  we  have  laws  on  the  statute  books  now 
that  will  be  handled  by  the  Department  of  Health,  Education,  and 
Welfare,  with  some  administrative  funds  that  are  going  to  be  furnished, 
and  I  cannot  see  any  reason  why  we  should  go  into  it.  I  wish  you 
would  be  more  specific  in  that  respect  and  give  us  such  yardsticks  as 
you  think  it  woidd  be  wise  to  place  in  the  bill  so  that  our  programs 
will  not  be  disturbed. 

Secretary  Freeman.  Wre  woidd  not  have  any  objection,  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  to  a  statement  in  the  bill  that  the  current  administrative  rela¬ 
tionship  and  the  responsibility  as  it  has  worked  out  in  the  past  woidd 
continue.  This  provision  woidd  merely  provide  some  administrative 
funds  which  the  States  would  then  have  available  and  which,  presum¬ 
ably,  would  be  matched  by  equivalent  funds  for  administrative 
purposes,  so  that  the  program  could  get  under  way. 

The  Chairman.  What  program  are  you  talking  about?  This  one, 
or  the  one  administered  by  the  Department  of  Health,  Education, 
and  Welfare  for  the  elementary  schools? 

Secretary  Freeman.  This  program  that  is  being  administered 
through  the  Department  of  Agriculture,  the  school  lunch  program, 
and  not  the  program  of  the  Department  of  Health,  Education,  and 
Welfare,  or  not  the  program  of  the  Office  of  Economic  Opportunity, 
or  their  food  related  programs.  This  relates  directly  to  the  admin¬ 
istration  of  the  school  lunch  program,  with  special  emphasis  on  the 
amendments  which  woidd  involve  an  expansion  of  that  program. 
And  they  are  set  down  in  the  chairman’s  bill. 
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The  Chairman.  In  respect  to  the  nonfood  provision,  have  you  any 
specific  recommendations  to  make  as  to  what  yardsticks  you  are 
going  to  use  in  order  to  make  a  community  amenable  to  whatever 
funds  we  provide  for  that  purpose? 

Secretary  Freeman.  Well,  there  is  spelled  out — the  purpose  is 
spelled  out  in  some  detail  here  in  the  bill,  and  it  would  be  the  money 
which  would  be  distributed,  based  upon  the  school  living  up  to  the 
standards  that  would  be  the  product  of  the  regulations  which  would 
flow  from  this  bill,  assuming  that  it  would  pass. 

The  Chairman.  Well,  that  would  not  in  any  manner  affect  those 
communities  where  we  now  have  programs  in  which  they  have  been 
capable  of  providing  their  own  funds  for  nonfood  equipment. 

Secretary  Freeman.  No.  This  is,  I  think,  pretty  well  set  out  as 
follows,  in  the  language  as  it  is  now  before  the  committee: 

There  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June 
30,  1068,  and  for  each  fiscal  year  thereafter  such  sums  as  may  be  necessary  to 
enable  the  Secretary  to  formulate  and  carry  out  a  program  to  assist  the  states 
through  grants-in-aid  and  other  means,  to  supply  schools  drawing  attendance 
from  areas  in  which  poor  economic  conditions  exist  with  facilities,  other  than 
land  and  buildings,  for  the  storage,  preparation,  transportation,  and  serving  food 
to  enable  such  schools  to  establish,  maintain,  and  expand  school  food  service 
programs. 

The  Chairman.  That  is  what  I  wanted  to  bring  out.  I  was 
familiar  with  the  language,  of  course,  in  the  bill,  but  I  wanted  to 
be  certain  that  we  provided  some  kind  of  yardstick  whereby  it  is 
only  those  areas  where  the  communities  are  unable  to  provide  the 
facilities  that  the  Government  would  come  in  and  give  assistance 
under  that  section  of  the  bill. 

Senator  Boggs.  Are  we  talking  about  section  17? 

Secretary  Freeman.  Section  15,  right  now,  on  page  6. 

Senator  Boggs.  Section  17  covers  this,  does  it  not? 

Secretary  Freeman.  I  think  that  you  are  right,  Senator  Boggs. 
Section  17  provides  additional  administrative  funds  would  be  used 
for  implementing  these  sections  of  this  bill,  and  I  think  what  Senator 
Ellender  is  asking  about  is  whether  the  funds  to  he  made  available 
to  provide  special  facilities  where  there  are  apparently  nonexistent 
would  he  used  where  needed  and  not  be  used  in  the  areas  where  the 
school  districts  themselves  had  and  could  provide  the  facilities. 

Senator  Boggs.  I  understand  that,  but  I  misunderstood  the  chair¬ 
man.  I  thought  he  was  talking  about  the  administrative  costs. 

The  Chairman.  I  was  talking  about  the  nonfood  requirements,  and 
that  appears  on  page  7,  beginning,  in  fact,  under  15(c),  which  reads: 

Funds  apportioned  and  paid  to  any  state  for  the  purpose  of  this  section  shall 
be  disbursed  by  the  state  educational  agency  to  assist  schools,  which  draw  attend¬ 
ance  from  areas  in  which  poor  economic  conditions  exist  and  which  have  no,  or 
grossly  inadequate,  facilities,  to  conduct  a  school  or  food  service  program,  and  to 
acquire  such  facilities. 

In  other  words,  I  was  in  hopes  that  we  could  have  testimony  to 
indicate  that  wherever  a  community  is  able  to  do  itself,  that  the 
Federal  Government  would  not  step  in  and  do  it,  because  we  would 
have  a  lot  of  feet  dragging  if  we  start  a  program  where  the  Government 
is  going  to  begin  to  put  in  moneys  to  provide  equipment.  Of  course, 
that  woidd  also  apply  to  the  administrative  end.  This  program  has 
been  successful,  I  repeat,  because  of  the  fact  that  the  local  people  took 
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such  an  interest  in  it  and  did  a  lot  of  work  to  assist  the  children,  and 
we  do  not  want  to  get  away  from  that  principle. 

Secretary  Freeman.  Mr.  Chairman,  we  are  not  without  experience 
in  this  respect.  The  current  programs  under  the  appropriation  of  $2 
million  have  directed  themselves  to  the  school  districts  that  cannot 
afford  and  have  not  made  this  school  lunch  available,  and  this  has 
worked,  we  feel,  satisfactorily.  It  has  not  resulted  in  any  inhibition 
of  the  initiative  or  responsibility  by  the  school  districts  who  arj  able 
and  who  have  gone  forward  under  the  basic  program,  and  I  would 
want  to  show  that  if  this  section  can  be  strengthened  in  that  regard, 
we  have  no  objection  to  administrative  regulations  to  carry  forward 
section  15(c)  which  would  be  developed  to  make  certain  that  these 
funds  were  used  for  the  purpose  the  chairman  indicates  and  not 
used  in  any  way  to  inhibit  the  program  which  is  now  working  effec¬ 
tively  in  other  districts. 

The  Chairman.  I  wonder  if  you  or  Mr.  Davis  could  tell  us  whether  3 
or  not  there  are  some  districts  which  have  the  capability,  but  a  lack  (  j 
of  interest  exists.  In  a  case  like  that,  are  we  going  to  step  in  and 
provide  funds  for  this  program  that  is  set  up? 

Secretary  Freeman.  I  will  let  Mr.  Davis  comment  on  that,  from 
an  operating  standpoint,  because  he  has  been  operating  it  for  a  good 
many  years. 

It  would  be  my  judgment  that  the  language  is  such  that  the  intent 
of  Congress  would  be  very  clear  that  if  this  were  passed  that  poor 
economic  conditions  and  inability  to  meet  the  needs  would  be  a  clear 
policy  that  we  would  seek  to  carry  out. 

Do  you  want  to  comment  on  that,  Mr.  Davis? 

Mr.  Davis.  As  the  Secretary  has  said,  the  States  are  experienced 
in  determining  these  needs  of  the  schools  under  section  11  of  the 
present  act.  And  in  drafting  our  administrative  regulations  to  carry 
out  this  section,  it  would  be  our  intent  to  follow  somewhat  the  same 
criteria  as  stated  in  section  11  of  the  present  School  Lunch  Act.  In 
other  words,  to  determine  that  this  school  was  really  in  need  by  the 
relative  economic  level  of  the  district  in  which  it  is,  by  the  indication 
of  the  need  for  free  meals,  by  the  amount  that  experience  has  shown 
that  the  children  could  afford  to  pay,  by  many  of  these  same  criteria. 

And  I  think,  again  as  the  Secretary  has  pointed  out,  that  the  legisla-  (  'j 
tion  itself  woidd  very  definitely  limit  us  to  a  school  that  had  not,  or 
could  not,  provide  adequate  facilities  to  serve  a  lunch,  and  I  am  sure 
that  we  would  certainly  take  into  account  the  fact  that  no  program 
existed,  not  just  because  of  a  lack  of  interest  in  the  local  community, 
but  because  they  did  not  have  the  funds  or  tax  base  to  have  the 
program. 

The  Chairman.  Under  other  laws  the  Department  of  Health, 
Education,  and  Welfare  can  come  in  and  provide  food,  and  I  presume 
facilities  for  the  children  in  certain  areas  that  you  have  just  described. 
Have  you  run  across  any  situations  where  the  Department  of  Health, 
Education,  and  Welfare,  under  existing  law,  has  taken  over  and 
attempted  to  feed  people  in  communities  such  as  the  ones  you  have 
just  described? 

Mr.  Davis.  Yes;  sir,  there  have  been  numerous  instances  across  the 
country,  particularly  in  this  first  year  under  the  new  Education  Act, 
when  the  local  school  districts  have  not  had  enough  time  to  develop 
some  academic  programs,  they  have  used  this  money  to  augment  the 
school  lunch  programs  locally. 
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The  Chairman.  You  mean  the  programs  that  you  started? 

Mr.  Davis.  Yes,  sir. 

The  Chairman.  Why  was  it  necessary  for  them  to  come  in  and 
augment  it? 

Mr.  Davis.  Under  our  current  school  lunch  fund,  the  States  have 
not  found  it  possible  to  supply  all  of  the  free  meals  that  should  have 
been  supplied,  and  in  some  instances  have  not  been  able  to  provide 
the  equipment  and  facilities  adequate  to  serve  a  lunch.  I  think  what 
the  Secretary  has  said,  and  what  you  have  said,  indicates  that  in  the 
long  run  it  would  be  sounder  to  finance  this  sort  of  operation  under 
the  National  School  Lunch  Act,  rather  than  being  augmented  through 
another  program. 

The  Chairman.  That  is  what  I  fear. 

Mr.  Davis.  I  am  certain  that  it  is. 

The  Chairman.  That  is  what  I  fear,  and  that  is  why  I  would  like 
to  see  the  whole  program  administered  under  one  head  and  not  have 
competition  among  some  of  the  Departments  of  the  Government. 
In  other  words,  here  you  have  been  providing  food,  and,  as  I  under¬ 
stand  it,  some  areas  have  been  supplemented  by  the  Department  of 
Health,  Education,  and  Welfare. 

Mr.  Davis.  Yes,  sir. 

Senator  Young.  Mr.  Chairman,  1  think  that  this  raises  a  very 
important  question.  If  under  the  Federal  Aid  to  Education  Act  a 
school  can  buy  facilities,  why  should  we,  under  the  school  lunch  pro¬ 
gram,  provide  the  same  thing.  The  school  district  may  be  hard  up 
for  several  reasons.  They  may  have  overbuilt.  They  have  spent 
money  for  buildings  rather  than  for  school  lunch  programs.  Another 
school  district  may  have  adequate  money  because  they  have  not 
put  up  the  buildings  that  they  should  have. 

I  think  a  program  such  as  providing  facilities  would  better  come 
under  the  Federal  Aid  to  Education  Act. 

The  Chairman.  Would  you  mind  commenting  on  what  Senator 
Young  has  said? 

Secretary  Freeman.  I  quite  agree  that  the  program  ought  to  be 
in  one  place,  as  when  it  is  administered  in  one  place  it  is  not,  in  a 
sense,  the  kind  of  competition  as  has  been  mentioned,  why,  you 
would  then  develop  and  apply  standards  and  take  into  consideration 
local  differences  in  a  way  that  is  not  possible  when  it  is  spread  all 
over  among  a  lot  of  governmental  agencies. 

Senator  Montoya.  As  1  understand  section  15(c),  together  with 
criteria  discussed  a  few  minutes  ago,  a  school  district  must  (1)  lack 
the  financial  capability  to  provide  the  facilities  and  (2)  the  school 
children  of  a  particular  school  must  be  from  homes  or  areas  within 
the  school  district  in  which  poor  economic  conditions  exist. 

In  many  municipal  areas  a  school  district  may  be  rich  in  total 
bonding  potential  and  in  school  revenues,  but  at  the  same  time  have 
some  poor  school  buildings  and  facilities,  within  the  school  district,  for 
the  use  of  children  from  economically  depressed  families.  The  criteria 
as  previously  stated  would  not  cover  such  economically  deprived 
children  because  both  conditions  cannot  be  met. 

Where  is  a  line  of  demarcation  in  the  administration  of  the  particu¬ 
lar  criteria  which  has  been  covered  in  the  discussion  this  morning? 

Secretary  Freeman.  No.  1,  section  15  applies  to  the  provision  of 
assistance  to  provide  facilities  for  school  programs,  equipment,  et 
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cetera,  as  a  part  of  an  overall  plan  in  the  areas  which  cannot  afford  to 
do  so. 

The  question  of  children - 

Senator  Montoya.  What  do  you  mean  by  “the  areas  which  cannot 
afford  to  do  so”?  An  area  can  be  a  part  within  a  rich  school  district 
or  an  area  can  he  a  school  district  itself. 

Secretary  Freeman.  Well,  I  think  that  this  could  very  well  he, 
but  if  a  school  district  does  not  have  the  facilities  for  a  school  lunch 
program,  and  if  it  does  have  a  tax  base  which  would  support  such, 
and  if  the  adjoining  schools  or  districts  have  such  facilities,  why,  in 
that  instance,  we  would  give  it  a  very  low  priority  to  that  situation, 
because  of  the  failure  to  act  responsibility  by  that  school  district. 

Senator  Montoya.  Mr.  Secretary,  every  school  district  in  this 
Nation  has  established  priorities  for  its  revenues.  Most  of  the 
priorities  are  for  additional  school  buildings  or  an  increase  in  teacher 
salaries.  You  will  encounter  this  in  almost  every  school  district 
throughout  the  Nation.  How  are  you  going  to  determine  that  they  ( 
should  be  granted  funds  for  school  lunch  facilities? 

Secretary  Freeman.  I  think  that  I  would  say  that  if  you  have  the 
situation  that  you  have  hypothecated  where  a  school  district  was 
building  a  new  school  or  was  increasing  the  teachers’  salaries  and 
had  made  no  provision  for  school  lunch  programs,  why,  they  would 
have  a  very  low  priority  in  terms  of  any  additional  funds. 

Senator  Montoya.  In  other  words,  you  will  try  to  exercise  good 
judgment  in  determining  whether  or  not  these  funds  for  facilities 
are  justified? 

Secretary  Freeman.  As  a  practical  matter,  the  amount  of  funds 
that  will  be  made  available  under  this  are  so  modest,  in  terms  of  the 
demand,  that  I  do  not  think  that  there  will  be  much  of  a  practical 
problem.  There  are  all  kinds  of  areas  where  we  know,  in  some  cities 
and  in  many  of  the  isolated  rural  areas,  that  there  simply  are  not 
school  lunch  programs  available,  and  where  there  is  available  not  the 
tax  base,  and  nothing  will  happen  unless  there  is  some  assistance,  and 
these  are  going  to  be  the  first  priority. 

In  other  areas,  by  the  time  we  get  to  others,  we  will  be  out  of  money; 
and  we  will  find  that  these  problems  are  less  than  you  think  they  are.  . 

Senator  Montoya.  Another  thing  that  you  desire  through  this  (  f 
legislation  is  to  provide  the  service  equipment  and  to  seek  authoriza¬ 
tions  to  so  provide  such  service  equipment  in  the  district  where  it 
is  needed.  In  view  of  the  fact  that,  you  are  expanding  the  program, 
so  that  most  children  who  cannot  pay  will  be  included  as  free  entrants 
into  the  program,  that  is  increasing  the  administrative  load;  is  that 
correct? 


Secretary  Freeman.  Yes.  There  are  two  phases  to  this.  We 
are  trying  to  reach  children  who  will  not  get  a  school  lunch  otherwise, 
and  to  do  that  (a)  you  have  to  have  facilities  to  have  a  lunch. 

Senator  Montoya.  And  you  have  got  to  have  the  administration. 

Secretary  Freeman.  And  then  ( b ),  you  have  got  to  have  some 
food  and  (c),  in  order  to  get  (a)  and  (6),  you  have  to  have  some 
administration.  That  is  right. 

Senator  Montoya.  Is  that  the  main  reason  for  asking  for  the  au¬ 
thorization  for  this  additional  service  equipment? 

Secretary  Freeman.  Yes. 

Senator  Montoya.  And  the  additional  administration  costs? 
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Secretary  Freeman.  Yes. 

Senator  Montoya.  Thank  you. 

The  Chairman.  Mr.  Davis  has  stated,  just  now,  Mr.  Secretary, 
that  in  some  areas  under  existing  law,  the  Department  of  Health, 
Education,  and  Welfare  came  in  and  supplemented  what  you  were 
doing.  How  did  that  happen?  Did  they  take  the  matter  up  with  you 
in  advance  and  find  out  why  you  were  not  furnishing  the  food,  or 
just  exactly  how  did  it  barge  in — in  other  words? 

Secretary  Freeman.  They  just  proceeded  to  carry  forward  the 
program  and  to  utilize  the  funds  available,  and  we  not  having  the 
funds  or  authority  to  act  in  these  instances  and  the  needs  not  being 
met,  why,  they  just  proceeded  to  work  with  the  local  school  people 
to  handle  the  needs. 

The  Chairman.  You  have  under  the  present  law  the  authority  to 
provide  nonfood  help  in  areas  where  it  is  needed? 

Secretary  Freeman.  We  did  not  have  adequate  resources  to  meet 
the  needs,  and  that  is  the  reason  we  are  here,  Mr.  Chairman,  in  trying 
to  get  those  resources  so  that  the  needs  can  be  met. 

The  Chairman.  It  may  be  that  the  Congress  did  not  provide  the 
funds  for  you,  but  you  do  have  the  authority,  as  I  remember,  under 
the  School  Act,  to  do  that  very  thing. 

Secretary  Freeman.  Yes;  under  section  11.  That  is  correct. 

The  Chairman.  But  you  did  not  do  it? 

Secretary  Freeman.  No,  sir;  we  did  it  to  the  extent  of  the  funds 
that  we  had  to  do  it,  as  I  have  tried  to  point  out,  but  we  did  not  have 
adequate  resources  to  meet  the  need,  so  while  the  need  was  unmet 
they  moved  in. 

The  Chairman.  Did  they  consult  you  before  coming  in? 

Secretary  Freeman.  I  have  had  no  consultations.  In  some  in¬ 
stances,  let’s  say,  why,  there  were  consultations;  in  other,  why,  they 
just  went  ahead  on  their  own. 

Is  that  not  about  right? 

Mr.  Davis.  Yes,  sir. 

The  Chairman.  To  what  extent  did  they  take  over  the  school 
lunch  program? 

Secretary  Freeman.  They  did  not  take  over  the  school  lunch  pro¬ 
gram  at  all. 

The  Chairman.  They  are  doing  the  same  thing  you  are  doing  in  a 
measure  or  that  you  contemplate  doing  under  this  bill. 

Secretary  Freeman.  That  is  correct. 

The  Chairman.  And  it  seems  to  me  that  a  little  conflict  there  may 
develop. 

Secretary  Freeman.  Well,  a  conflict  could  develop,  but  I  think  it 
is  our  best  judgment  that  as  the  educational  programs  provide  teach¬ 
ing  equipment,  providing  for  teachers  and  other  things,  which  is  the 
primary  direction  of  the  Education  Act — as  it  gets  moving,  the 
resources  will  be  needed  for  that,  and  there  will  no  longer  be  the  funds 
available  from  the  sources  to  meet  the  needs  to  the  extent  that  they 
have  helped  meet  them. 

The  Chairman.  I  do  not  agree  with  you  there.  These  programs 
are  going  to  continue.  They  will  get  money  to  continue  them. 

Senator  Young.  One  of  the  most  difficult  problems  I  have  is  to 
find  out  for  the  people  back  home  just  what  agencies  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment  will  provide  assistance  of  one  type  or  another,  such  as  where 
they  can  go  if  they  want  facilitiesvfor  a  school  lunch  or  other  program. 
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They  can  now  go  to  at  least  two  places — maybe  they  can  go  to  other 
places,  too.  We  find  this  in  every  agency  of  the  Government.  There 
are  programs  for  almost  anything  people  want  and  they  can  find  a 
part  of  it  in  several  agencies  of  the  Government.  That  is  why  I 
think  it  would  lie  a  whole  lot  better  if  you  could  confine  activities 
such  as  providing  facilities  for  this  whole  lunch  program  in  one  agency 
of  the  Government  and  not  have  it  scattered  around  in  two  or  three 
or  four  or  more  places. 

The  Chairman.  I  wonder,  Mr.  Secretary,  if  we  could  not  provide 
in  this  bill — since  the  Department  has  been  in  this  field  for  so  long — 
that  any  funds  that  are  provided  by  the  Congress  through  other  laws, 
and  administered  through  other  laws,  be  administered  through  the 
Department  of  Agriculture?  What  would  be  wrong  with  that? 

Secretary  Freeman.  I  have  no  objection  to  that. 

The  Chairman.  That  they  be  administered  through  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture. 

Secretary  Freeman.  I  have  no  objection  to  that. 

The  Chairman.  I  think  that  where  there  is  duplication  it,  will  mean 
that  a  lot  of  the  funds  are  being  wasted  in  administration,  and  I  believe 
that  it  might  well  be  for  us  to  give  thought  to  that,  so  that  any  pro¬ 
grams  under  existing  laws  that  contemplate  anything  approaching 
the  school  lunch  program  be  under  the  same  umbrella.  I  wish  that 
you  would  expand  on  that,  if  you  will,  and  give  us  an  indication  how 
you  would  like  to  proceed.  Give  us  some  language  that  we  might 
put  into  this  bill.  This  lunch  program  has  been  on  the  statute  books 
at  least  20  years,  and  has  worked  well,  and  my  fear  is  that  if  other 
agencies  of  the  Government  barge  in,  you  are  going  to  have  confusion 
and  duplication  and  quite  an  expensive  program  that  may  not  be  as 
effective  as  what  we  have  here  now. 

Senator  Montoya.  Would  it  be  in  order  to  ask  the  staff  to  prepare 
a  resume  of  the  Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare 
provisions  which,  deal  with  this  particular  subject,  and  that  that  study 
be  included  in  this  part  of  the  record? 

The  Chairman.  I  would  suggest  that  we  get  it  from  the  Secretary. 
I  guess  he  is  familiar  with  it.  I  guess,  Mr.  Davis,  you  are  familiar 
with  all  of  it.  You  come  in  head-on  contact  with  them  in  some  of 
these  programs. 

Mr.  Davis.  We  could  supply  the  language  in  the  current  legislation 
for  education  and  OEO,  under  which  this  money  has  been  made 
available. 

The  Chairman.  I  wonder  if  you  could  follow  the  suggestion  by 
Senator  Montoya  as  to  all  of  the  programs  that  may  deal  with  the 
school  luncheons  being  connected  with  the  schools  providing  food, 
of  providing  nonfood  assistance,  that  such  legislation  references  be 
given  at  this  point  in  the  record? 

Senator  Montoya.  Including  the  categorization  of  the  funding. 

The  Chairman.  And  how  much  money  is  being  spent  in  each 
category. 

Senator  Young.  I  think  that  other  programs  are  in  it,  too. 

For  example,  in  my  hometown,  just  a  little  town,  the  school 
district  was  given  a  grant  of  $26,000.  They  hired  some  teachers 
but  they  used  part  of  this  money  to  buy  equipment.  They  could 
have  bought  the  equipment  for  the  school  lunch  program,  I  assume, 
under  that  program. 
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Secretary  Freeman.  It  is  difficult  to  get  solid  figures  on  this, 
because  the  Office  of  Education  tells  us  that  the  project  plans  from  the 
individual  school  districts  do  not  show  the  amounts  spent  for  indi¬ 
vidual  project  items,  but  from  the  preliminary  data  that  we  have 
been  able  to  get  we  would  make  an  estimate  of  as  much  as  $16  million 
in  education  funds  being  spent  this  year  to  assist  the  schools  in  feeding 
needy  children. 

Senator  Talmadge.  That  is  for  equipment  only? 

Secretary  Freeman.  For  equipment,  but  also  to  help  buy  food  to 
feed  them. 

The  Chairman.  I  wonder  if  we  could  get  that  in  the  record,  a 
breakdown  of  that,  and  who  is  furnishing  what,  outside  of  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Agriculture,  in  the  school  lunch  program? 

(The  information  is  on  p.  8.) 

Senator  Talmadge.  Do  you  know  how  much  OEO  has  provided 
in  that  area? 

Secretary  Freeman.  The  best  information  we  have,  with  the 
exception  of  “Headstart”  programs  for  the  preschool  children,  is 
there  have  been  very  few  OEO  projects  involved  hi  the  school  feeding 
programs — mostly  done  under  the  Education  Act. 

The  Chairman.  That  is  out  of  school,  is  it  not? 

Secretary  Freeman.  The  “Headstart”,  it  is  preschool. 

Senator  Talmadge.  They  have,  in  fact,  three  different  agencies 
involved  in  this  field. 

Secretary  Freeman.  Yes,  sir. 

I  might  say,  to  follow  the  chairman’s  last  remark,  we  will  be  happy 
to  prepare  and  submit  language  that  would  specify  that  school  feeding 
programs  shoxdd  be  coordinated  with  the  basic  school  lunch  program. 

The  Chairman.  In  the  schools? 

Secretary  Freeman.  In  the  schools  that  have  been  carried  on,  as 
you  have  pointed  out,  successfully  for  many  years. 

The  Chairman.  Very  well. 

Senator  Holland.  What  is  the  essential  difference  between  the 
school  milk  program  that  you  have  incorporated  into  this  new  bill, 
S.  3467,  and  that  which  is  now  pending? 

Secretary  Freeman.  There  is  no  difference,  Senator  Holland, 
from  the  current  law  which  is  presently  on  the  books  and  which  runs 
out  this  year,  with  the  exception  that  this  bill  woidd  provide  for  a 
limit  of  time,  and  it  would  provide  for  a  maximum  of  $100  million  a 
year.  The  bill  which  has  been  introduced,  as  I  recall,  provided  for 
not  less  than  $110  million,  and  as  it  was  reported  out  of  the  sub¬ 
committee  I  think  that  was  changed  to  not  more  than  $110  million. 
But  S.  3467  provides  not  more  than  $100  million,  and  the  recom¬ 
mendation  made  in  my  testimony  was  to  leave  that  to  the  Appropria¬ 
tions  Committee  which  is  what  the  current  law  does  without  specifying 
it  in  the  authorization  as  such. 

Senator  Holland.  Is  there  any  section  in  this  proposed  new  part 
of  your  bill  that  refers  to  special  milk  programs  that  confines  the 
appropriation  to  the  general  revenue  funds,  as  is  now  found  in  the 
present  bill? 

Senator  Freeman.  No,  sir. 

Senator  Holland.  What  was  the  reason  for  leaving  that  out? 

Secretary  Freeman.  We  thought  that,  again,  is  something  that 
is  properly  a  question  for  the  Appropriations  Committee  to  determine 
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rather  than  to  place  it  in  the  general  legislation.  As  to  whether 
it  should  be  funded  out  of  section  32  funds  or  funded  out  of  general 
revenue  funds  is  a  matter  upon  which  there  has  been  some  differences 
of  opinion  from  time  to  time,  and  we  just  thought  that  perhaps  it 
would  be  more  proper  if  it  were  determined  in  the  Appropriations 
Committee. 

Senator  Holland.  So  far  as  this  committee  is  concerned,  there 
has  not  been  any  great  difference  of  opinion  that  the  bill,  as  it  now 
exists  on  the  statute  books,  makes  it  clear  that  it  is  a  social  welfare 
program  and  that  it  would  be  financed  out  of  the  general  revenue 
funds,  rather  than  section  32  funds. 

Is  there  any  objection  to  having  that  same  provision  in  this  bill? 

Secretary  Freeman.  Senator  Holland,  I  do  not  think  that  is  the 
legislative  history  of  this,  if  I  may  say  so.  I  think  that  the  bill 
originated  not  as  a  welfare  bill  at  all  but  as  a  disposal  program  for  excess 
milk,  and  as  such - 

Senator  Holland.  Do  you  know  whether  there  is  any  such  wording 
in  that  bill  at  this  time? 

Secretary  Freeman.  1  beg  your  pardon?  Do  you  mean  the  initial 
basic  legislation? 

Senator  Holland.  Yes. 

Secretary  Freeman.  I  know  of  no  such  wording,  one  way  or  another, 
in  the  basic  law.  But  the  legislative  history  of  it  is  quite  clear,  that 
it  was  a  surplus  disposal  provision,  and  as  such  it  would  seem  that 
its  financing  would  have  to  be  limited  to  a  particular  source. 

Senator  Holland.  What  is  the  provision  of  the  present  bill  on 
this  subject? 

The  Chairman.  As  I  recall  it,  Mr.  Secretary- 

Senator  Holland.  The  present  legislation  includes  these  words: 

Amounts  expended  hereunder  and  under  the  authority  contained  in  the  last 
sentence  of  Section  201(c)  of  the  Agriculture  Act  of  1949,  as  amended,  shall  not  be 
considered  as  amounts  expended  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  out  the  price-support 
program. 

You  have  no  such  words  as  that  in  the  present  legislation  which  you 
are  suggesting,  do  you? 

Secretary  Freeman.  No,  sir. 

Senator  Holland.  Do  you  have  any  objection  to  having  such 
wording  included? 

Secretary  Freeman.  Yes,  sir. 

Senator  Holland.  You  want  it  to  be  where  you  can  use  section  32 
funds  for  this  milk  program;  is  that  it? 

Secretary  Freeman.  Yes,  sir. 

Senator  Holland.  If  that  is  the  purpose,  I  am  completely  against 
it,  because  I  think  that  we  should  have  section  32  funds  available  for 
the  purposes  intended,  which  are  for  various  needs  envisioned  in  years 
in  which  there  would  be  a  surplus  in  beef,  that  they  would  be  up  to 
$100  million  for  use  of  section  32  funds,  and  if  there  w'ere  a  surplus  in 
pork,  calling  for  the  use  of  a  similar  amount,  or  a  surplus  in  poultry 
calling  for  the  use  of  a  similar  amount,  or  a  surplus  in  vegetables  calling 
for  various  subsidies  which  might  be  that  amount  and  more,  and  you 
get  away  from  the  primary  purpose  of  the  section  32  funds  that  are 
usually  for  something  that  is  a  price-supported  commodity.  You 
realize,  of  course,  that  section  32  funds  are  supposed  to  be  dedicated 
for  non-price-supported  commodities. 
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Secretary  Freeman.  Yes,  sir.  And  Iheartly  support  that  objective. 
Senator  Holland,  I  would  be  the  first  to  object  if  I  thought  those 
funds  and  their  availability  were  threatened.  However,  each  year, 
even  in  the  year  in  which  we  spent  $200  million  for  beef,  we  still 
turned  back  a  substantial  amount  of  section  32  funds.  I  honestly 
cannot  envisage  a  situation  where  we  would  not  turn  back  those 
funds.  And  the  amounts  that  have  been  recommended  by  the  admin¬ 
istration  in  this  connection  for  the  school  milk  program  has  been 
recommended  with  the  fact  in  mind  that  there  should  always  be 
adequate  funds  under  section  32,  and  there  always  have  been  adequate 
funds  under  section  32.  And,  therefore,  while  I  completely  agree 
with  your  objective,  sir,  in  this  instance  I  feel  this  is  a  restriction  on 
our  fiscal  freedom,  which  I  do  not  think  is  justified  by  the  facts. 

Mr.  Chairman.  Mr.  Secretary,  if  the  Senator  from  Florida  will 
permit,  1  do  not  see  anything  in  the  authorization  of  the  pending 
measure  that  even  refers  to  section  32  funds. 

#  Secretary  Freeman.  No,  sir. 

The  Chairman.  Section  13  states: 

There  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  for  the  fiscal  year  beginning 
July  I,  1967,  and  each  fiscal  year  thereafter  during  the  period  ending  June  30, 
1970,  such  sums  as  may  be  necessary,  but  not  in  excess  of  $100  million  for  any 
fiscal  year,  to  enable  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  under  such  rules  and  regulations 
as  he  may  deem  in  the  public  interest,  to  encourage  consumption  of  fluid  milk  by 
children  in  the  JJjiited  States  in  (1)  nonprofit  schools  of  high  school  grade  and 
under,  and  (2)  nonprofit  nursery  schools,  child-care  centers,  settlement  houses, 
summer  camps,  and  similar  nonprofit  institutions  devoted  to  the  care  and  training 
of  children. 

I  do  not  see  any  reference  there  to  section  32  funds.  I  do  not  see 
where  your  authority  is  for  saying  by  leaving  it  to  Congress  that  they 
can  dip  into  section  32  funds.  We  cannot  do  it,  as  I  understand,  except 
by  special  authority. 

Senator  Holland.  We  have  had  this  language  in  the  earlier  bill 
that  has  been  construed  as  requiring  the  appropriation  to  come  out  of 
the  general  revenue  funds,  and  that  is  what  I  would  like  to  see  con¬ 
tinued  in  the  school  milk  program. 

The  Chairman.  That  is  in  this  bill  now.  I  do  not  see  where  the 
Secretary  got  what  he  stated — I  mean,  where  in  this  bill  the  language 

fustifies  it. 

Senator  Holland.  He  has  just  stated,  as  I  understand  it,  that  he 
expects  to  dip  into  section  32  funds. 

The  Chairman.  It  cannot  be. 

Senator  Holland.  As  a  sponsor  of  the  bill,  you  are  stating  now 
that  could  not  be  the  case? 

The  Chairman.  No — exactly,  it  could  not  be. 

Senator  Holland.  Mr.  Secretary,  I  am  going  to  ask  you  this 
question. 

Secretary  Freeman.  I  seem  to  be  getting  boxed  in. 

Senator  Holland.  1  will  ask  you  to  state  what  your  impression  is 
on  that  ,  and  where  you  get  that  impression? 

Secretary  Freeman.  1  am  a  little  bit  at  a  loss  now. 

I  s:ather  that  the  question  before  us  is  whether  there  is  some  lan¬ 
guage  which  is  the  basic  law  to  which  you  have  just  referred  that  is 
going  t.(>  be  changed  by  the  proposal  S.  3467  currently  before  this 
committee. 
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T  Avould  conclude  that  it  is  not  going  to  be  changed.  There  is 
nothing  in  this  bill  that  would  change,  and,  therefore,  the  language 
would  still  stand  as  in  the  basic  law.  1  think  that  is  the  chairman’s 
point. 

The  Chairman.  All  of  this  would  come  from  the  Treasury  and  not 
from  any  earmarked  funds.  As  you  know,  some  are  earmarked  to 
be  used  for  certain  purposes  designated  by  the  Congress,  and  here  it 
is  specifically  stated  that  the  authorization  will  come  from  the  general 
funds. 

Secretary  Freeman.  This  is  in  the  basic  law  as  Senator  Holland 
has  made  clear  has  not  been  so  interpreted,  and  the  current  budget 
proposals  would  finance  part  of  the  school  milk  program  from  section 
32  funds  and  that,  usually  is  before  the  Appropriations  Committee. 
I  do  not  think  that  it  is  before  this  committee,  Senator  Holland, 
because  I  think  that  language  stands,  and  I  do  not  think  that  S.  3467 
will  change  it. 

The  Chairman.  Now,  Mr.  Secretary — Are  you  through,  Senator 
Holland? 

I  think  that  when  you  were  here  the  other  day,  you  discussed  the 
pilot  program? 

Secretary  Freeman.  Yes,  sir. 

The  Chairman.  And  that  (1)  $1  million  would  be  appropriated 
as  additional  to  the  Department  for  administrative  expenses,  and 
(2)  $6  million  per  year  for  the  pilot  breakfeast  program  for  the  schools 
within  poor  economic  areas  and  those  who  must  travel  long  distances, 
which  would  be  for  fiscal  years  1967,  1968,  1969,  and  (3)  $12  million 
for  a  permanent  program  for  nonfood  assistance  to  schools  drawing 
attendance  from  areas  in  which  poor  economic  conditions  existed, 
and  (4)  $3.7  million  for  general  administration,  including  provisions 
for  use  of  up  to  1%  percent  of  the  funds  appropriated  for  the  various 
programs  for  administrative  expenses  of  State  and  agencies. 

You  recollect  this? 

Secretary  Freeman.  Yes. 

The  Chairman.  1  did  not  hear  you  mention  it  in  your  statement. 

Secretary  Freeman.  It  will  be.  1  haAre  not  quite  finished  my 
testimony. 

The  Chairman.  All  right.  I  am  sorry.  Proceed,  please. 

Secretary  Freeman.  Going  noAv  to  page  9. 

5.  Extension  of  the  school-feeding  program  to  preschool  activities 
Avhich  are  operated  as  part  of  the  school  system 

NeAv  authority  to  provide  low-priced  lunches  aa  ill  not  be  required, 
for  section  11  of  the  present  act  is  adequate  for  this  purpose.  Hoav- 
e\Ter,  if  Ave  are  to  reach  the  1.5  million  youngsters  who  can  benefit 
from  this  program,  new  appropriations  will  be  needed. 

Senator  Holland.  Would  that  be  new  appropriations  from  general 
re\Tenues  or  from  section  32  funds? 

Secretary  Freeman.  In  this  case,  in  this  paragraph,  I  did  not  have 
in  mind  any  reference  to  either.  Under  this  provision,  Ave  would  be 
seeking  appropriations  regardless  of  Avhether  they  came  from  the  gen¬ 
eral  revenues  or  section  32  funds. 

Senator  Holland.  And  this  is  a  Avelfare  section,  of  course. 

Secretary  Freeman.  Yes,  sir. 

Senator  Holland.  And  Iioav  would  you  figure  it  comes  under 
section  32  Avhen  it  is  for  Avelfare  purposes,  not  an  agricultural  purpose? 
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Secretary  Freeman.  I  would  say,  Senator  Holland,  that  if  we 
have  adequate  funds  in  section  32  to  meet  all  possible  contingencies 
that  then  we  may  very  well  wish  to  use  additional  funds  available 
for  this  purpose  and  not  restrict  ourselves  to  just  the  general  revenue 
funds  at  all  times. 

Senator  Holl.and.  Well,  again,  I  will  just  say  that  we  are  dealing 
with  a  welfare  purpose,  a  social  service  purpose,  and  I  understand  that 
section  11  does  just  do  that.  My  understanding  is  that  that  would 
have  to  come  out  of  the  general  revenues.  It  is  not  dealing  with  sur¬ 
plus  disposal  programs  or  price-support  programs  at  all.  It  has  noth¬ 
ing  to  do  with  that.  Please  proceed. 

Secretary  Freeman.  Thank  you. 

President  Johnson,  who  shares  our  deep  concern  for  the  nutritional 
needs  of  America’s  youth,  has  authorized  me  to  say  that  he  intends  to 
request  a  special  $50  million  child  nutrition  supplemental  appropria¬ 
tion  which  will  include  a  substantial  portion  to  finance  a  low-priced 
lunch  program  in  schools  serving  needy  areas. 

The  supplemental  request  also  would  cover  appropriations  for  the 
breakfast  program,  the  lunch  equipment  program,  and  the  lunches  for 
child  activity  programs. 

Might  I  add  at  this  point,  that  being  the  case  it  would  appear  that 
the  question  of  section  32  is  largely  academic  and  given  the  provision 
of  the  basic  law  which  now  stands,  it  would  appear  to  me  that  that 
issue  was  not  necessarily  before  us  in  connection  with  this  special 
school  lunch  program. 

Senator  Holland.  In  other  words,  it  is  your  understanding  that 
this  supplemental  $50  million  appropriation  will  come  out  of  the  gen¬ 
eral  revenues? 

Secretary  Freeman.  Yes,  sir. 

Senator  Holland.  And  not  out  of  the  section  32  funds? 

Secretary  Freeman.  Yes,  sir. 

The  Chairman.  You  gave  us  a  figure  of  $22.7  million  before.  Now, 
it  is  $50  million. 

Secretary  Freeman.  I  think  the  figure  that  1  gave  you — 1  want  to 
be  sure  that  I  get  the  record  straight  on  that — was  that  there  would  be 
for  the  special  assistance  $19.3  million,  and  then  for  the  breakfast 
program  $6  million.  We  have  now  deleted  the  other  group  feeding. 
I  stand  corrected — that  is  $8  million.  For  reasons  we  discussed 
earlier,  $12  million  for  equipment;  $1  million  for  administrative  ex¬ 
penses.  It  will  be  $42  million  as  initially  submitted,  because  the 
$8  million  for  other  group  feeding  is  not  now  before  us.  So,  may  1 
please  correct  the  record  and  say  $42  million?  I  have  not  changed  the 
figures  here. 

The  Chairman.  You  specifically  stated  before  that  the  figures  were 
as  I  have  indicated  to  you.  You  are  now  saying  that  you  left  some¬ 
thing  out? 

Secretary  Freeman.  No,  sir.  I  think  that  the  confusion  is  because 
the  $19  million  figure  would  be  a  supplemental  appropriation  running 
to  section  11,  for  which  there  is  no  legislation  now  before  this  com¬ 
mittee,  because  it  is  not  now  necessary.  It  might  very  well  be  that 
the  other  items  were  stated  before,  because  section  1 1  is  not  in  this 
bill,  and,  therefore,  that  was  not  put  into  that  question.  But  the  total 
package  would  include  the  additional  funds  to  the  extent  of  $19.3 
million  for  actually  feeding  the  needy  children  under  section  11. 
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The  Chairman.  You  say  that  the  supplemental  request  also  would 
cover  appropriations  for  the  breakfast  program,  the  lunch  equipment 
program,  and  the  lunches  for  child  activity  programs? 

Secretary  Freeman.  Yes,  sir. 

The  Chairman.  What  is  that? 

Secretary  Freeman.  The  lunches  would  be  made  available  under 
section  11.  The  resources  to  reach  the  1.5  million  children  that 
currently  we  are  not  reaching  with  free  or  reduced-cost  lunches. 

The  Chairman.  But  in  school? 

Secretary  Freeman.  But  in  school;  yes,  sir. 

The  Chairman.  What  do  you  mean  by  “child  activity  programs”? 

Secretary  Freeman.  I  do  not  use  that  wording.  We  had  other 
group-feeding  programs,  and  that  now  is  not  before  the  committee. 

Senator  Holland.  You  do  use  that. 

The  Chairman.  You  do  it  here  on  page  10. 

Senator  Holland.  On  page  10  of  your  statement. 

The  Chairman.  You  use  it  on  page  10  of  your  statement. 

Secretary  F reeman.  May  I  delete  that,  because  by  this  “child  activ¬ 
ity  program”  is  what  I  had  on  this  other  called  group-feeding  program. 

Senator  Talmadge.  Is  that  not  the  day-camp  proposition? 

Secretary  Freeman.  That  is  the  day-camp  proposition. 

The  Chairman.  That  is  why  we  struck  this  out. 

Secretary  Freeman.  I  struck  it  out  in  a  number  of  other  places. 

The  Chairman.  In  other  words,  as  I  understand  what  we  are 
talking  about  here  is  to  provide  funds  to  be  spent  strictly  in  school. 

Secretary  Freeman.  That  is  correct. 

The  Chairman.  And  not  outside  activities. 

Secretary  Freeman.  That  is  correct. 

The  Chairman.  We  will  see  to  it  that  is  tightened  up  some. 

Secretary  Freeman.  May  I  show  it  on  the  record?  Again,  I 
apologize  for  the  fact  that  in  going  through  this  testimony,  I  tried  to 
get  it  out  at  the  last  moment,  because  it  did  not  come  to  my  attention 
until  this  morning. 

The  Chairman.  I  am  not  blaming  you,  because  this  is  your  original 
statement  that  you  contemplated  making  when  all  of  these  other 
activities  were  to  be  incorporated  in  the  law. 

Secretary  Freeman.  I  thought  that  it  was  being  deleted,  and  I 
have  discovered  that  it  was  not.  Returning  to  my  statement — 

With  this  new  authority  and  the  funds  adequate  to  finance  them, 
t  his  country  can  take  a  giant  step  toward  closing  the  child-nutrition 
gap  before  it  grows  even  more  serious. 

I  believe  the  school  lunch  program  has  demonstrated  our  willingness 
to  invest  in  the  future  of  our  Nation  by  insuring  that  food  will  be  no 
barrier  to  the  learning  process. 

Our  success  in  this  effort  is  convincing  evidence  that  we  should  go 
the  rest  of  the  way — that  we  should  insure  that  the  lack  of  income  will 
be  no  barrier  to  the  less  fortunate  children  for  whom  education  is  the 
one  chance  they  have  to  escape  the  poverty  of  their  childhood. 

The  Chairman.  What  you  might  do  is  to  go  back  over  your  state¬ 
ment  again  and  make  such  corrections  as  you  desire,  to  indicate  that 
the  school  lunch  program  that  we  are  now  considering  would  be 
for  in-school  programs  and  not  out-school  programs. 

Secretary  Freeman.  Yes,  sir,  we  will  do  that. 
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The  Chairman.  I  wonder  if  we  could  have  you  provide  for  the 
record  the  approximate  amount  that  is  used  in  your  regular  school 
lunch  program  to  purchase  milk  and  dairy  products? 

Secretary  Freeman.  Yes,  sir. 

(The  information  is  as  follows:) 

Estimated,  cost  of  fluid  milk  and  dairy  products  consumed  in  schools  1 


Million 

I.  Cost  of  fluid  milk  consumed  in  national  school  lunch  program _  $180.  8 

II.  Cost  of  dairy  products  distributed  to  schools _  73.  4 

Total _ _ _ _ _  254.  2 


i  Cost  of  fluid  milk  purchased  by  schools  is  based  on  average  cost  of  6  cents  per  pint.  Cost  of  dairy 
products  is  based  on  total  cost  to  the  Federal  Government. 

The  Chairman.  And  as  I  understand  it,  the  additional  program 
that  we  are  adding  is  just  a  renewing  of  the  present  special  milk 
program? 

Secretary  Freeman.  Yes,  sir. 

The  Chairman.  With  little  or  no  difference? 

Secretary  Freeman.  No  difference. 

The  Chairman.  From  what  the  law  now  is. 

Secretary  Freeman.  No  difference.  As  I  said  earlier  S.  3467  has 
some  differences  by  having  a  terminal  date  and  by  a  limit  on  appro¬ 
priations.  Otherwise,  it  is  the  same  as  the  basic  law. 

The  Chairman.  All  right. 

The  Chairman.  Are  there  any  further  questions? 

Senator  Talmadge.  I  have  just  one  or  two  questions. 

Mr.  Secretary,  what  are  we  spending  now  on  the  school  milk 
program? 

Secretary  Freeman.  $100  million  will  be  spent  in  this  fiscal  year. 

Senator  Talmadge.  And  this  bill  envisions  spending  the  same 
amount? 

Secretary  Freeman.  Yes,  sir. 

Senator  Talmadge.  So  that  there  is  no  change? 

Secretary  Freeman.  No  change  in  that. 

Senator  Talmadge.  What  are  we  now  spending  on  the  school 
lunch  program? 

Secretary  Freeman.  We  are  spending  a  total  of  about  $325  million. 

Senator  Talmadge.  $325  million.  And  what  does  this  bill  provide? 

Secretary  Freeman.  It  does  not  provide  any  amount  in  that 
connection. 

Senator  Talmadge.  No  ceiling  in  the  bill? 

Secretary  Freeman.  No  ceiling  in  the  overall  school  lunch  program. 

Senator  Talmadge.  In  other  words,  the  authorization  would  be 
open-ended,  to  be  determined  by  the  Appropriations  Committees? 

Secretary  Freeman.  Yes,  sir. 

Senator  Talmadge.  What  change  is  made  in  the  existing  law  by 
this  bill,  S.  3467?  As  I  understand  it,  you  want  to  start  a  pilot 
program  for  breakfast  feeding,  in  addition  to  lunches? 

Secretary  Freeman.  That  is  correct. 

Senator  Talmadge.  What  in  the  way  of  cost  do  you  envision  for 
that  program? 

Secretary  Freeman.  $6  million. 

Senator  Talmadge.  $6  million  a  year,  and  that  is  a  new  sum  that 
is  not  now  being  provided? 
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Secretary  Freeman.  That  is  correct. 

Senator  Talmadge.  You  also  want  in  the  new  bill  to  provide 
some  funds  for  equipment.  Is  that  not  correct? 

Secretary  Freeman.  Correct. 

Senator  Talmadge.  That  is  not  now  provided  under  the  existing 
law? 

Secretary  Freeman.  No,  sir. 

The  Chairman.  There  is  authority  for  it. 

Senator  Talmadge.  Authority  for  it,  but  no  expenditures;  is  that 
correct? 

The  Chairman.  No  appropriations. 

Senator  Talmadge.  No  appropriations. 

What  do  you  intend  spending  on  equipment? 

Secretary  Freeman.  $12  million. 

Senator  Talmadge.  $12  million.  What  other  changes  are  there  in 
the  new  bill  over  and  above  existing  law? 

Secretary  Freeman.  A  provision  for  authorization  for  some  funds 
for  State  administration  purposes,  matching  funds  for  State  adminis¬ 
trative  purposes,  and  a  provision  for  authorizing  some  additional 
funds  for  our  own  administration  of  this  expanded  program. 

Senator  Talmadge.  How  much  is  involved  there? 

Secretary  Freeman.  $3.7  million  for  State  administration  assist¬ 
ance,  and  $1  million  to  provide  administrative  resources  to  the  De¬ 
partment  itself. 

Senator  Talm.adge.  That  covers  all  of  the  new  authority  in  the 
new  bill? 

Secretary  Freeman.  Yes,  sir. 

Senator  Talmadge.  Thank  you. 

Senator  Montoya.  With  respect  to  the  administrative  expenses  on 
a  matching  basis  with  the  States,  is  it  your  intention  that  the  State 
will  put  up  an  equal  amount?  Or  what  is  the  ratio  of  matching? 

Secretary  Freeman.  The  bill  does  not  specify  the  ratio  of  matching. 
And,  very  frankly,  we  have  not  made  a  final  decision  on  that.  What 
is  the  current  thinking  on  that,  Mr.  Davis? 

Mr.  Davis.  This  money  would  be  in  addition  to  what  the  States 
are  already  spending. 

Secretary  Freeman.  The  question  was:  The  matching  provision 
will  be  how  much,  25-75,  50-50? 

Mr.  Davis.  Since  the  States  are  putting  in  considerable  adminis¬ 
trative  moneys,  we  had  not  contemplated  a  specific  matching  require¬ 
ment,  rather  that  this  money  be  used  in  addition  to  what  they  are 
already  spending  for  the  total  administration  of  the  school  lunch  and 
special  milk  programs. 

The  Chairman.  Is  that  because  of  the  expanded  program? 

Mr.  Davis.  Yes. 

The  Chairman.  That  is,  primarily  to  areas  in  school  districts  that 
are  too  poor  to  provide  facilities,  to  provide  school  lunch  programs, 
in  addition  to  the  facilities  in  the  schools,  and  you  are  going  to  furnish 
administrative  costs? 

Mr.  Davis.  This  provision  for  administrative  costs  is  for  State 
administration  only.  This  would  not  run  down  to  the  local  school 
district . 

The  Chairman.  I  do  not  quite  get  that. 
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Secretary  Freeman.  It  would  provide  this  amount  of  money  to  a 
maximum  of  $7,500  to  supplement  the  administrative  money  that 
the  State  currently  has  appropriated  itself. 

The  Chairman.  Why  is  that  necessary? 

That  is  what  I  tried  to  get  from  you  a  while  ago.  I  thought  that 
this  sum  was  necessary,  because  of  the  new  programs. 

Secretary  Freeman.  Yes,  sir.  The  whole  idea  is  that  the  States 
who  do  have  considerable  administrative  burdens  to  carry  now  would 
respond  more  quickly  and  carry  this  program  forward  more  promptly 
if  some  additional  funds  were  made  available  for  administrative 
purposes. 

The  Chairman.  Do  I  understand  that  under  no  condition  will  these 
funds  be  used  in  areas  where  the  State  is  already  providing  for  facili¬ 
ties  and  for  food  and  cooperating  100  percent? 

Secretary  Freeman.  That  is  correct.  This  would  be  in  addition, 
and  not  in  replacement  of. 

Senator  Montoya.  You  mentioned  $7,500.  Is  that  the  sum  to 
which  the  States  will  be  entitled  under  this  provision? 

Secretary  Freeman.  That  is  the  maximum;  yes. 

Senator  Montoya.  So  that  $7,500  is  for  the  50  States? 

Secretary  Freeman.  $7,500  per  State  maximum  amount. 

Senator  Montoya.  Yes;  $7,500  for  the  50  States.  Is  that  the 
minimum  or  the  maximum? 

Secretary  Freeman.  I  stand  corrected.  I  misread  this  myself. 
There  is  a  formula  here  in  the  bill,  as  you  will  recall,  and  that  formula 
would  apply  to  the  maximum  appropriation  here  of  $3.7  million,  and 
the  $7,500  figure  would  be  the  minimum  figure.  Because  of  the 
States,  otherwise,  would  have  fallen  down  below  that  figure. 

Senator  Montoya.  Are  the  additional  administrative  funds  re¬ 
quired  by  virtue  of  the  breakfast  and  free  lunch  programs? 

Secretary  Freeman.  It  would  be  required  because  of  the  expensive 
actions  that  would  be  required  of  the  State  to  establish  programs  to 
develop  the  necessary  leadership,  to  provide  the  equipment  facilities, 
to  establish  new  programs  in  these  areas,  to  set  up  pilot  breakfast 
programs.  It  will  represent  a  very  significant  increase  in  their 
administrative  responsibilities. 

Senator  Montoya.  What  do  you  encompass  or  contemplate  in  the 
breakfast  program?  Is  it  just  milk? 

Secretary  Freeman.  No. 

Senator  Montoya.  Is  it  a  full  breakfast? 

Secretary  Freeman.  It  is  a  full  breakfast  program  for  the  child. 

Senator  Montoya.  Then,  would  I  assume  that  where  the  breakfast 
program  is  in  operation,  the  school  district  would  have  to  provide 
additional  facilities? 

Secretary  Freeman.  They  would  have  to  cover  the  program. 

Senator  Montoya.  Is  there  any  provision  in  the  bill  for  helping 
those  school  districts  to  meet  the  additional  administratNe  expense? 

Secretary  Freeman.  In  this  instance,  the  amount  to  be  made 
available  out  of  the  $6  million  would  indirectly  provide  that  kind  of 
assistance  through  help  in  buying  the  food  proper. 

Senator  Montoya.  The  administrative  expenses  at  the  local  level? 

Secretary  Freeman.  In  that  sense,  it  is,  yes. 

Senator  Montoya.  Thank  you. 

The  Chairman.  Are  there  any  further  questions? 
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If  not,  we  thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Secretary. 

Secretary  Freeman.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

The  Chairman.  We  will  next  hear  from  Mr.  Patrick  Healy, 
assistant  secretary  of  the  National  Milk  Producers  Federation. 


STATEMENT  OF  PATRICK  B.  HEALY,  ASSISTANT  SECRETARY, 
NATIONAL  MILK  PRODUCERS  FEDERATION 


Mr.  Healy.  Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  committee,  I 
would  like  to  file  my  statement  for  the  record  and  to  make  some  very 
brief  comments. 

The  Chairman.  Very  well,  your  whole  statement  will  be  put  into 
the  record  at  this  point. 

(The  prepared  statement  of  Mr.  Healy  follows:) 


Mr.  Chairman,  members  of  the  Committee,  I  am  Patrick  B.  Healy,  assistant 
secretary  of  the  National  Milk  Producers  Federation,  with  offices  at  30  F  Street, 
N.W.,  Washington,  D.C. 

The  Federation  represents  cooperatives  whose  membership  is  made  up  of  dairy 
farmers  over  the  Nation.  The  Federation,  therefore,  speaks  for  milk  producers. 

We  appreciate  this  opportunity  to  express  the  views  of  the  Nation’s  dairy 
farmers  with  reference  to  S.  3467,  a  bill  to  amend  the  National  School  Lunch 
Act,  as  amended,  to  strengthen  and  expand  food  service  programs  for  children. 

In  its  essence  this  bill  would  amend  the  National  School  Lunch  Act  by  adding 
provisions  which  would: 

(1)  bring  the  Special  Milk  Program  for  Children  under  the  School  Lunch 
Act  and  provide  authorization  for  its  operation  through  1970; 

(2)  provide  for  a  pilot  breakfast  program  for  needy  children;  and 

(3)  provide  for  certain  non-food  assistance  to  schools  in  areas  in  which 
poor  economic  conditions  exist. 

The  National  Milk  Producers  Federation  appeared  before  the  Subcommittee 
on  Agricultural  Production,  Marketing,  and  Stabilization  of  Prices  of  this  Senate 
Committee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry  on  May  12,  1966,  in  full  support  of  S. 
2921,  a  bill  to  provide  a  Special  Milk  Program  for  Children.  At  that  time  we 
stated  that: 

“The  objective  of  this  program,  as  set  forth  by  Congress,  now  is  being  realized. 
The  stated  purpose  was  to  encourage  children  in  schools  and  other  nonprofit  in¬ 
stitutions  to  consume  more  milk  to  improve  their  diets,  as  well  as  helping  dairy 
farmers  by  providing  a  market  for  fluid  milk. 

“Continuation  of  the  program  also  means  that  the  acquisition  of  dairy  products 
by  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  is  directly  decreased,  so  that  the  costs 
for  purchasing  and  storing  dairy  products  under  the  price  support  program  are 
reduced. 

“This  program  has  expanded  each  year  since  1954  when  the  first  school  in  the 
Nation  to  come  under  the  program — a  school  in  Lodi,  Wisconsin — served  milk 
to  its  530  pupils.  Since  that  time  the  number  of  schools  and  child-care  centers 
participating  has  grown  rapidly.  In  1955,  the  program  reimbursed  41,094 
institutions  for  449.8  million  half-pints  of  milk.  Participation  increased  to 
92,005  outlets  in  1965  and  the  use  of  nearly  3  billion  half-pints  of  milk. 

“Certainly,  this  program  which  grew  so  quickly  has  received  overall  public 
acceptance.  It  will  continue  to  grow  if  the  Congress  will  provide  the  needed 
funds  and  make  the  program  permanent. 

“When  a  program  works  as  well  as  this,  it  should  be  continued.  We  do  not 
need  a  new  program.  Years  of  successful  operation  have  already  proven  the 
worth  of  this  one. 

“Over  the  years  the  Special  Milk  Program  for  Children  has  grown  at  the  rate 
of  approximately  5  percent  per  year.  This  is  due  to  increased  school  enrollment 
and  added  participation.  If  the  present  growth  rate  continues,  more  funds  will 
be  required  each  year.  This  bill  provides  authorization  to  meet  such  future  needs. 

“Sufficient  funds  are  not  available  under  the  present  program  to  reimburse 
the  schools  now  taking  part.  The  rate  of  payment  to  schools  was  cut  to  95  percent 
in  1965,  and  was  cut  again  to  90  percent  in  February  of  this  year  as  a  result  of 
the  impounding  by  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  of  $3  million  which  Congress  had 
appropriated.  These  cuts  have  resulted  in  either  a  higher  cost  of  milk  to  children, 


« 


S  I 

:«i 


SCHOOL  MILK  AND  SCHOOL  BREAKFAST  PROGRAMS  37 


or  to  fewer  children  drinking  milk,  or  both.  The  health  and  welfare  of  the  children 
taking  part  in  the  program  are  ton  important  to  be  sacrificed. 

“By  making  this  law  permanent'-as  provided  in  S.  2921,  schools  can  plan  their 
programs  for  this  year  and  for  succeeding  years.  Now  is  the  time  to  make  this 
program  permanent,  as  this  modest  investment  in  the  health  of  our  children 
should  not  be  provided  by  a  temporary  program  nor  should  it  be  limited  for  lack 
of  funds. 

“While  this  program  is  primarily  a  nutritional  program,  it  also  has  helped  raise 
the  income  of  the  dairy  farmer  by  encouraging  the  consumption  of  fluid  milk 
thereby  bringing  about  a  balance  between  supply  and  demand.  The  income  of 
dairy  farmers  is  too  low,  and  as  a  result  many  are  selling  their  herds  and  diverting 
their  farm  resources  to  other  alternatives,  or  taking  jobs  in  industry. 

“By  improving  the  market  for  milk  through  enactment  of  S.  2921,  we  are  making 
an  investment  in  a  strong  dairy  industry,  which  will  be  needed  if  this  country  is 
to  supply  the  increasing  needs  of  the  American  consumer  in  coming  years. 

“Milk  production  has  been  dropping  at  an  alarming  rate,  in  April  it  was  3.8 
percent  below  April  of  a  year  ago;  in  March  down  4.6  percent;  in  February  down 
5.8  percent;  and  in  January  down  5.3  percent.  The  decline  in  the  number  of 
dairy  cows  points  to  an  industry  decision  to  leave  dairying.  As  of  January  1  of 
this  year,  there  were  6  percent  fewer  dairy  cows  on  U.S.  farms,  the  smallest  total 
since  1900,  and  of  equal  importance,  6.8  percent  fewer  heifers,  the  replacement 
stock.  Any  bill  which  will  help  reverse  this  trend  is  of  benefit  to  the  entire  Nation. 

“During  fiscal  1965,  children  drank  nearly  3  billion  half-pints  of  milk  under 
the  program.  This  amounts  to  1.6  billion  pounds  of  milk,  about  3  percent  of  the 
total  nonfarm  consumption  in  this  country.  This  milk  represents  the  balancing 
factor  which  provided  for  badly  needed  increased  farm  income  during  the  fall  and 
winter  months  of  1965-66.  It  would  be  necessary  for  Commodity  Credit  Corpora¬ 
tion  to  purchase  this  milk  in  the  form  of  manufactured  dairy  products,  if  the  pro¬ 
gram  were  impaired,  with  the  government  paying  for  the  dairy  products,  as  well 
as  the  storage  bill.  Surely,  the  Children’s  Special  Milk  Act  provides  a  wiser 
course  to  follow. 

“Another  important  provision  of  S.  2921  is  that  the  bill  authorizes  the  Secretary 
of  Agriculture  to  re-allocate  funds  when  it  appears  that  a  participating  state  would 
not  be  able  to  fully  use  the  funds  allocated  to  it,  thereby  providing  for  maximum 
utilization  of  available  funds  and  encouraging  optimum  participation  by  children. 

“Many  children  of  destitute  families  receive  milk  they  otherwise  could  not 
afford  because  of  this  program.  More  will  benefit  in  the  future  if  this  bill  is  passed. 
Prices  for  dairy  products  will  be  stabilized  because  of  a  continued  market  for  the 
milk  used  by  the  children.  The  farmer,  who  has  been  forced  to  accept  low  prices 
in  the  past,  will  be  sure  of  this  market  for  fluid  milk. 

“To  continue  this  program,  which  already  has  received  such  wide  acceptance, 
and  to  provide  for  adequate  financing,  we  support  S.  2921.  In  authorizing  the 
funds  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1967,  and  thereafter,  this  bill  will  insure 
that  all  nonprofit  school  and  nonprofit  nursery  schools,  child-care  centers,  settle¬ 
ment  houses,  summer  camps,  and  similar  nonprofit  institutions  devoted  to  the 
care  and  training  of  children  can  continue  to  provide  for  them  the  nutritional 
benefits  available  under  the  program.” 

The  National  Milk  Producers  Federation  sincerely  appreciates  the  interest  of 
this  Committee  and  its  chairman  in  this  further  study  of  the  Special  Milk  Program 
for  Children,  and  it  appreciates  the  efforts  of  this  Committee  which  are  evidenced 
by  this  study  to  provide  the  best  possible  legislative  authority  for  this  program. 
It  is  our  judgment,  however,  that  the  program  can  best  be  administered  and  pro¬ 
vide  the  most  good  for  the  greatest  number  of  children  if  it  remains  separate 
from  the  National  School  Lunch  Act.  While  there  are  a  great  number  of  insti¬ 
tutions  which  provide  both  food  under  the  School  Lunch  Act  and  milk  under  the 
Special  Milk  Program  for  Children,  there  are  many  which  have  adopted  only 
one  or  the  other  of  these  programs.  If  the  Special  Milk  Program  is  made  a  part 
of  the  School  Lunch  Act,  in  all  probability  there  will  be  an  effort  on  the  part 
of  the  administrators  of  this  program  to  require  schools  and  other  institutions  to 
use  both  programs  if  they  want  either;  and  then  of  course,  there  will  be  in  all 
probability  an  effort  made  to  combine  the  programs.  In  our  judgment  this 
eventuality  would  serve  to  limit  the  consumption  of  milk  and  other  foods  which 
in  turn  would  reduce  the  level  of  child  nutrition  in  this  country.  We,  therefore, 
continue  in  support  of  the  legislation  now  pending  before  this  Committee  which 
would  provide  continuing  authority  for  the  Special  Milk  Program  for  Children 
as  a  separate  program  under  separate  Congressional  authority  and  funded 
separately. 
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In  essence,  what  we  are  recommending  is  a  continuation  of  a  program  which  has 
enjoyed  tremendous  success  as  it  is  now  instituted.  We,  of  course,  believe  that 
there  must  be  a  continuing  increase  in  authority  for  funds  sufficient  to  meet  the 
growing  demands,  such  as  was  provided  for  in  S.  2921. 

The  National  Milk  Producers  Federation  has  great  concern  for  the  poverty 
stricken  people  in  the  United  States  and  it,  without  reservation,  will  support 
sound  and  effective  measures  which  will  provide  needed  assistance  for  this  group  of 
our  people.  In  this  regard  it  may  be  that  the  judgment  of  this  Committee  will 
result  in  provisions  for  exploration  of  pilot  feeding  programs  in  destitute  areas  and 
provisions  for  grants  in  aid  which  will  allow  schools  located  in  economically 
depressed  areas  to  take  advantage  of  the  School  Lunch  Program  and  the  Special 
Milk  Program  for  Children  as  they  are  now  operated  without  impairing  funds 
appropriated  for  the  purchase  of  food  under  either  of  these  programs. 

May  we  again  express  our  appreciation  to  this  Committee  for  its  concern  over 
these  programs  which  provide  so  vital  a  part  in  the  development  of  a  national 
sound  nutrition  program  for  children. 

Mr.  Healy.  I  am  Patrick  B.  Mealy,  Assistant  Secretary  of  the 
National  Milk  Producers  Federation  with  offices  at  30  F  Street  NW., 
Washington,  D.C. 

The  Federation  represents  cooperatives  whose  membership  is  made 
up  of  dairy  farmers  over  the  Nation.  The  Federation  speaks  for  milk 
producers,  and,  therefore,  the  views  of  the  Federation  represents  the 
only  true  consensus  of  dairy  farmers’  thinking  available. 

We  appreciate  this  opportunity  to  express  the  views  of  the  Nation’s 
dairy  farmers  with  reference  to  S.  3467,  a  bill  to  amend  the  National 
School  Lunch  Act,  as  amended,  to  strengthen  and  expand  food  service 
programs  for  children. 

In  its  essence  this  bill  would  amend  the  National  School  Lunch  Act 
by  adding  provisions  which  would: 

(1)  bring  the  special  milk  program  for  children  under  the  School 
Lunch  Act  and  provides  authorization  for  its  operation  through 
1970; 

(2)  provide  for  a  pilot  breakfast  program  for  needy  children; 
and 

(3)  provide  for  certain  nonfood  assistance  to  schools  in  areas 
in  which  poor  economic  conditions  exist. 

On  May  12,  1966,  the  National  Milk  Producers  Federation  appeared 
before  the  Subcommittee  on  Agricultural  Production,  Marketing,  and 
Stabilization  of  Prices  of  this  Senate  Committee  on  Agriculture  and 
Forestry.  At  that  time  we  appeared  in  full  support  of  S.  2921,  which 
was  a  bill  to  make  permanent  and  authorize  appropriations  for  a 
special  milk  program  for  children.  At  that  time,  we  testified  regarding 
the  remarkable  growth  of  the  special  milk  program,  and  this  growth, 
in  our  judgment,  is  attributable  to  the  way  the  program  is  established 
in  legislation,  to  the  way  in  which  it  has  been  administered,  and  to 
its  acceptance  by  those  who  participate  as  well  as  by  those  who  supply 
it. 

IT' The  National  Milk  Producers  Federation  appreciates  the  interest 
of  this  committee  in  its  further  consideration  of  the  special  milk 
program.  It  is  our  judgment,  however,  that  the  program  can  provide 
the  most  good  for  the  greatest  number  of  people  if  it  remains  a  separate 
program  and  is  properly  funded. 

The  Chairman.  Just  a  minute,  now.  Who  administers  it  now? 

Mr.  Healy.  It  is  administered  by  the  Department  of  Agriculture. 
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The  Chairman.  There  is  no  change  under  this;  it  would  be  the 
same  thing. 

Mr.  Healy.  Under  separate  legislative  authority. 

The  Chairman.  I  say  that  it  would  be  administered  by  the  same 
people.  _ 

Mr.  Healy.  It  would  be  administer  ed  by  the  same  people;  yes,  sir, 
but  we  are  fearful  that  the  closer  we  bring  the  school  milk  program 
and  school  programs  of  other  kinds  together,  the  more  certain  we  are 
that  they  eventually  will  be  combined,  and,  then,  there  will  be  less 
milk  and  less  other  foods  made  available  to  children,  such  a  thing,  of 
course,  would  result  in  detriment  to  the  two  programs  which  have 
operated  in  a  most  highly  successful  way  and  have  been  among  the 
most  well-accepted  programs  that  have  come  out  of  the  Congress. 

The  rate  of  growth  in  both  the  school  lunch  program  and  the  school 
milk  program  certainly  speaks  well  for  the  way  they  have  been  oper¬ 
ated  in  the  past  dozen  years,  during  which  time  both  of  them  have  been 
on  the  books.  And  anything,  any  action,  which  this  Congress  or 
which  the  administration  would  take  which  would  disturb  the  balance 
that  has  been  created  through  careful  assessment  of  these  programs 
would  be  wrong. 

The  Chairman.  Mr.  Healy,  you  understand  very  well  that  the 
special  milk  program  was  for  the  producer,  rather  than  a  program  to 
assist  the  children? 

Mr.  Healy.  Yes,  sir.  In  its  inception,  it  was. 

The  Chairman.  And  it  was  done  in  order  to  get  rid  of  enormous 
surpluses. 

Mr.  Healy.  Yes,  sir. 

The  Chairman.  And  now  we  want  to  make  it  permanent.  Of 
course,  I  am  not  quarreling  about  that,  but  since  the  program  has  been 
administered  by  the  Department  of  Agriculture  and  since  it  is  going 
to  be  administered  by  the  same  Department,  I  thought  that  you  would 
be  for  that  100  percent,  because  that  is  where  the  milk  will  go,  that  is, 
for  the  school  milk  program. 

Mr.  Healy.  Well,  Mr.  Chairman,  for  the  past  12  years  we  have 
had  both  programs,  and  the  Congress  has  been  able  to  look  at  the 
appropriations  for  the  school  lunch  program  and  to  look  at  the  ap¬ 
propriations  for  the  school  milk  program  and  decide  how  it  wants 
the  money  spent  and  how  the  program  can  best  be  operated  but  if 
we  put  these  programs  together,  eventually  they  will  be  funded 
together,  and  we  will  have  a  lot  more  money  in  one  package,  and 
then  some  of  the  money  that  was  originally  used  to  promote  the  con¬ 
sumption  of  milk  in  the  schools  and  among  the  schoolchildren  will 
drift  over  to  some  other  purpose  under  the  Lunch  Act. 

The  Chairman.  Your  authorization  would  be  the  same,  it  would 
be  a  special  one  for  milk.  I  cannot  agree  with  you  that  it  will  be  a 
separate  appropriation.  If  you  combine  it,  I  would  agree  with  you, 
but  in  the  bill  that  is  now  before  you,  the  bill  that  Senator  Holland 
considered  is  almost  verbatim  to  this,  except  for  a  few  limitations 
I  have  suggested,  and,  of  course,  that  matter  will  have  to  be  sub¬ 
mitted  to  the  committee  as  a  whole,  particularly  in  connection  with 
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the  bill  by  Senator  Holland  which  was  considered  in  the  subcommittee, 
and  that  is  what  we  hope  to  do  when  we  come  to  write  the  bill. 

Mr.  Healy.  You  see,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  believe  that  both  you  and 
Senator  Aiken  put  your  finger  on  this  earlier  today.  I  refer  to  section 
18  of  the  bill  Avhich  reads: 

In  the  selection  of  schools  and  lionpfofit  institutions  to  receive  Federal  assistance 
under  sections  13,  14,  and  15  of  this  Act,  the  state  agency  shall  adopt  the  methods 
and  procedures  necessary  to  assure  coordination  with  and  give,  where  the  need  is 
comparable,  preference  to  programs  carried  on  under  the  Elementary  and  Sec¬ 
ondary  Education  Act  of  1965  and  the  Economic  Opportunity  Act  of  1964  in 
such  schools  or  institutions. 

I  grant  this  committee  has  taken  note  of  this  language,  and  I  hope, 
of  course,  that  you  will  delete  such  language  if  this  bill  is  passed. 

The  Chairman.  To  delete  it? 

Mr.  Healy.  Yes,  sir.  However,  I  think  that  every  time  we  put 
programs  together  there  is  an  opportunity  for  this  type  of  thing  to 
develop.  When  we  set  the  milk  program  off  by  itself,  you  can  watch 
it,  we  can  watch  it,  the  school  systems  can  watch  it  and  keep  it  for 
what  it  was  intended  to  do.  This  is  why  we  hope  that  this  com¬ 
mittee  will  report  S.  2921. 

The  Chairman.  I  have  been  watching  your  milk  programs  quite 
closely.  You  know  that  I  contended  in  the  past,  on  other  programs, 
that  price  supports  have  not  been  affected  at  all.  We  have  not 
changed  that.  You  are  getting  a  lot  of  benefits  out  of  the  regular 
school  lunch  program  by  providing  milk  there,  and  over  and  on  top  of 
that  you  have  the  special  $100  million-plus,  and  I  think  that  you  are 
very  well  taken  care  of. 

Air.  Healy.  We  realize  that.  We  realize  also  that  these  school- 
children  are  very  well  treated,  because  we  cannot  think  of  anything 
better  to  give  them  than  milk. 

The  Chairman.  When  this  program  was  first  put  on  the  statute 
books,  what  you  had  in  mind  was  to  get  rid  of  the  surplus  that  you 
had,  and  it  was  the  producers  that  it  helped,  and,  now,  it  has  worked 
so  well  that  you  want  to  make  it  permanent.  Whether  you  have  a 
surplus  or  not,  you  want  the  Government  to  spend  $100  million;  is 
that  true? 

Mr.  Healy.  Let  me  explain  about  this  surplus,  Mr.  Chairman. 
If  we  did  not  have  the  special  milk  program  at  this  time  and  the  milk 
in  the  school  lunch  program,  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation 
would  be  buying  3  billion  pounds  of  milk  a  year  right  today. 

The  Chairman.  We  might  change  the  law  then. 

Mr.  Healy.  We  would  certainly  hope  not. 

The  Chairman.  Of  course,  you  would.  You  have  got  a  pretty 
strong  organization.  You  have  a  lot  of  power  around  here.  I  think 
that  this  committee  ought  to  help  out  the  milk  producers  the  best  it 
can,  but,  personally,  I  am  just  opposed  to  some  of  these  programs  that 
were  put  in  for  a  certain  purpose.  Now,  you  are  going  to  make  it 
permanent,  and  it  is  over  and  above  the  price  support  that  you  are 
getting. 

Mr.  Healy.  Yes. 
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The  Chairman.  It  is  over  and  above  the  amount  that  is  spent  on 
the  school  lunch  program.  That  is  why  I  did  not  expect  any  opposi¬ 
tion  from  the  milk  people  to  be  put  in  on  this  in  connection  with  the 
school  lunch  program,  because,  as  I  understand  it,  your  purpose  is  to 
make  this  work  and  to  give  assistance  to  the  schoolchildren  of  this 
Nation. 

Mr.  Healy.  Yes,  sir. 

The  Chairman.  I  think,  since  this  is  going  to  be  administered  by 
the  same  people,  that  you  should  not  object  to  it. 

Mr.  Healy.  First,  let  me  say  that  the  milk  producers  of  this  Nation 
are  constantly  aware  of  the  programs  which  have  been  developed  in 
this  committee  in  their  behalf,  and  they  feel  that  they  have  a  sound 
basic  program  in  this  legislation,  one  which  works,  perhaps,  better 
than  the  program  of  any  other  commodity  group  in  this  country. 

The  Chairman.  It  has  been  very  helpful.  Last  year  or  so,  it  was 
some  $800  million-odd  altogether.  And  this  year  it  will  be  around 
one-half  of  that  much.  We  have  the  figures.  We  w  ill  place  them  in 
the  record  at  this  point. 

Mr.  Healy.  I  am  sure  that  you  do  have  them. 

The  Chairman.  It  was  $829  million  in  1964.  We  will  put  this 
table  in  the  record  at  this  point. 

(The  table  is  as  follows:) 

Department  of  Agriculture, 
Washington,  D.C.,  February  17,  1966. 

Mr.  Henry  J.  Casso, 

Economist,  Senate  Agricultural  Committee, 

Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Mr.  Casso:  In  response  to  your  telephone  request  to  Mr.  Roy  W. 
Lennartson,  there  is  transmitted  herewith  a  table  showing  the  net  realized  losses 
and  funds  used  for  activities  directly  involving  dairy  products.  Actual  figures 
are  provided  for  the  years  1964  and  1965  but  only  estimates  can  be  furnished  at  this 
juncture  for  fiscal  1966. 

As  you  requested  the  table  has  been  structured  similar  to  that  provided  for 
the  record  covering  the  hearings  before  the  Senate  Subcommittee  on  Appropria¬ 
tions  of  the  1966  Budget. 

We  appreciate  the  opportunity  of  responding  to  your  request. 

Sincerely  yours, 


George  L.  Mehren,  Assistant  Secretary. 
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Net  realized  losses  and  funds  used  for  activities  directly  involving  dairy  products, 
fiscal  years  1964-65  and  1966  ( estimate ) 

[Millions  of  dollars] 


Fiscal  years 


Actual 


Estimate 


AGRICULTURAL  STABILIZATION  AND  CONSERVATION  SERVICE 
(COMMODITY  CREDIT  CORPORATION) 

Price-support  program,  net  realized  losses: 

Payments  to  Veterans’  Administration  and  armed  services 
under  section  202  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949,  as 
amended,  for  fluid  milk  used  in  excess  of  normal  require¬ 
ments  and  donations  of  other  dairy  products: 

Butter _ _ _ 

Cheese _ 

Milk,  fluid _ _ 

Total _ _ _ 

Donations  from  CCC  inventories  under  sec.  416  of  the 
Agricultural  Act  of  1949,  as  amended: 

Domestic: 

Butter _ 

Cheese _ _ _ 

Milk,  dried _ 

Total _ _ _ 

Foreign: 

Butter _ 

Butter  oil _ 

Cheese _ 

Ghee _ _ _ _ 

Milk,  dried _ 

Total _ 

Other  price-support  losses: 

Butter _ _ _ 

Butter  oil _ _ _ 

Cheese _ 

Ghee _ _ _ 

Milk,  dried _ 

Total.., _ 

Total,  price-support  program _ 

Commodity  export  program,  net  realized  losses: 

Milk,  dried. _ _ 

Butter  and  butter  products _ 

Total _ _ _ 

Public  Law  480: 

Title  I:  i 

Milk,  condensed _ 

Milk,  dried _ 

Milk,  evaporated _ 

Butter  and  butter  products _ 

Cheese _ 

Total _ 

Title  II: 

Milk,  dried _ 

Butter  and  butter  products _ 

Cheese _ _ 

Total _ 

Title  IV:  i 

Butter  and  butter  products _ 

Milk,  condensed _ 

Milk,  evaporated _ 

Total _ 


1964 

1965 

1966 

17.4 

13.8 

16.5 

1.3 

26.5 

1.3 

26.2 

.8 

45.2 

41.3 

17.3 

108.3 

23.9 

46.8 

50.4 

18.5 

2.9 

29.3 

20.5 

10.4 

188.0 

62.9 

60.1 

25.0 

.2 

98.8 

15.6 

1.2 

1.9 

5.6 

1.2 

100.9 

62.8 

69.6 

232.2 

79.8 

70.8 

49.5 

9.6 

10.8 

1.9 

.6 

.6 

3.8 

1.4 

.5 

.  1 

41.9 

20.6 

20.3 

97.2 

32.2 

32.2 

562.6 

216.2 

180.4 

29.7 

19.8 

4.5 

6.9 

24.9 

5.7 

36.6 

44.7 

10.2 

12.6 

15.5 

12.0 

7.  5 

4.3 

6.8 

3.0 

.3 

.3 

.9 

4.3 

6.2 

.1 

1.0 

.4 

24.1 

25.4 

25.7 

8.9 

5.0 

8.0 

11.9 

2.4 

21.3 

4.6 

8.0 

1.4 

1.4 

1.9 

.7 

.2 

2.3 

1.4 

1.9 

47.7 

31.4 

35.6 

Total,  Public  Law  480 _ 

See  footnotes  at  end  of  table,  p.  43. 
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Net  realized  losses  and  funds  used  for  activities  directly  involving  dairy  products 
fiscal  years  1964-65  and  1966  ( estimate ) — Continued 


[Millions  of  dollars] 


Fiscal  years 

Actual 

Estimate 

1964 

1965 

1966 

CONSUMER  AND  MARKETING  SERVICE 

Special  milk  program  for  children . 

97.1 

86.6 

89.0 

Removal  of  surplus  agricultural  commodities  (sec.  32) : 

Butter... . .  .  .  ....  .  _ _  _  _ _ 

52.8 

12.3 

50.0 

Cheese. .  .  .  . . . 

23.9 

12.7 

5.0 

Milk,  dried _ _ _ _  _ 

8.3 

20.0 

Total _ _ _ _ _ 

85.0 

25.0 

75.0 

Total _ _ _ _ _  _  .  .  - 

829.  0 

403.9 

390.2 

1  Amounts  shown  represent  gross  cost;  do  not  reflect  recoveries  from  sales  of  foreign  currencies  under 
Title  I  and  collections  under  Title  IV. 

:  Denotes  negative  item  which  results  from  adjustment  of  prior  activitiy. 


Mr.  Healy.  I  have  some  figures  here,  Senator,  which  show  that 
in - 

The  Chairman.  This  includes  everything. 

Mr.  Healy.  I  would  like  at  this  point  to  put  some  figures  into  the 
ercord. 

The  Chairman.  Anything  that  you  want  to  put  in  to  counteract 
this,  if  you  have  them,  we  would  like  to  have  them. 

Mr.  Healy.  Because  I  think  the  price-support  program  cost 
something  in  the  neighborhood  of  $250  million  last  year.  That  is 
about  $100  million  on  special  milk.  I  would  like  to  put  them  in  at 
this  point,  if  I  may. 

The  Chairman.  Yes,  you  may. 

Mr.  Healy.  Because  the  $S00-some  million  that  you  mentioned 
there  is  considerably  beyond  my  recollection  of  what  it  was  for  the 
year. 

The  Chairman.  It  is  all  in  detail  here.  You  might  look  into  it. 
If  there  is  anything  wrong  with  these  figures,  you  might  correct  them. 

There  is  this  letter  from  the  Department  of  Agriculture  itself. 

Mr.  Healy.  Yes,  sir. 

The  Chairman.  It  was  not  worked  up  by  the  committee. 

Mr.  Healy.  All  right. 

The  Chairman.  This  is  in  three  columns,  1964,  1965,  and  the  es¬ 
timate  for  1966.  That  would  include  all  of  the  milk  programs. 

Mr.  Healy.  I  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  put  these  in,  because 
I  think  that  we  have  a  little  bit  different  view  on  this  thing.  These 
are  considerably  apart  from  the  numbers  which  were  developed  by  the 
committee  last  year  at  about  this  time. 

(The  information  is  as  follows:) 

National  Milk  Producers  Federation, 

Washington,  D.C.,  June  23,  1966. 

Hon.  Allen  J.  Ellender, 

Chairman,  Senate  Committee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry, 

Senate  Office  Building,  Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Mr.  Chairman:  During  the  testimony  which  I  presented  to  your 
Committee  on  June  21,  you  introduced  into  the  record  a  tabulation  submitted 
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by  the  Department  of  Agriculture  listing  the  costs  for  all  of  the  dairy  programs 
administered  by  the  program  for  three  years. 

The  tabulation  indicated  that  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1964,  $829 
million  were  spent;  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1965,  the  costs  had  been 
reduced  to  $403.9  million;  and  that  the  estimate  for  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 
1966,  indicated  that  the  costs  would  be  $390.2  million. 

A  review  of  these  costs  indicates  that  for  the  past  three  fiscal  years  the  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation  has  sustained  ever  decreasing  costs.  More  current 
estimates  for  the  1966  fiscal  year  from  the  Department  of  Agriculture  indicate 
that  the  realized  loss  and  cost  estimate  has  been  reduced  to  $257.9  million. 

When  one  considers  that  these  costs  are  a  total  of  price  support  operations, 
military  milk  programs,  the  payment-in-kind  export  programs,  section  32  ex¬ 
penditures,  the  special  milk  program,  and  P.L.  480,  it  is  remarkable  that  so  much 
has  been  done  for  so  many  programs  at  this  cost. 

Sincerely, 

Patrick  B.  Healy,  Assistant  Secretary. 


The  Chairman.  Is  there  anything  else? 

Mr.  Healy.  Yes,  sir,  I  have  a  few  more  remarks. 

1  think  it  is  very  important,  Senator,  that  you  understand  that  this 
basic  legislation  which  we  have,  much  of  which  emanated  from  this 
committee,  has  done  a  remarkable  job  in  maintaining  farm  income  and 
in  holding  surpluses  to  a  minimum. 

The  milk  crop,  which  is  the  biggest  crop  in  the  country,  has  never 
had  more  than  7.5  percent  surplus,  and  I  think  that  it  is  a  marvelous 
thing.  I  think  also  that  many  of  these  programs,  the  school  lunch 
program  and  the  school  milk  program,  are  a  basic  part  of  our  milk 
programs,  and  when  we  start  to  tamper  with  them  and  to  join  them 
with  this  and  that  and  use  them  to  promote  the  Economic  Opportunity 
Act,  and  so  on,  then  we  must  be  very  careful.  And  the  way  we 
remain  careful  is  to  keep  them  apart,  so  that  we  can  constantly  look  at 
them  and  you  can  constantly  look  at  them. 

The  Chairman.  That  will  be  done,  I  can  assure  you,  because  the 
appropriation  method  is  no  different  except  with  a  few  limitations  than 
what  is  incorporated  in  this  new  bill.  There  is  no  difference  at  all. 
It  is  separate. 

Mr.  Healy.  It  is  separate. 

The  Chairman.  And  the  appropriations  will  be  separate. 

Mr.  Healy.  It  is,  of  course,  my  thesis  is  that  it  should  remain  so. 

I  was  very,  very  happy  to  hear  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  on  page 
9  of  his  testimony,  depart  from  the  attitude  that  has  been  expressed 
here  before  by  the  administration  regarding  this  program.  You 
know,  they  sent  a  budget  request  up  here  for  about  20  percent  of  what 
had  been  used  in  the  program  before,  and  now  he  is  asking  that  even 
the  $100  million  limitation  on  the  authorization  for  the  appropriation 
which  is  contained  in  this  bill  be  eliminated;  that  funds  can  and  should 
be  provided.  In  other  words,  in  keeping  with  the  growth  rate  of  the 
program — and  it  is  a  very  happy  occasion  for  me  to  come  before  this 
committee  and  to  be  able  to  endorse  wholeheartedly  what  the  Secretary 
has  said. 

The  Chairman.  You  can  blame  me  with  the  limitation,  because  I 
had  it  put  in  there. 

Mr.  Healy.  You  had  it  put  in  there? 

The  Chairman.  That  is  right.  I  simply  put  it  in  there  so  that  the 
committee  could  give  it  thought. 

Mr.  Healy.  Yes,  sir. 
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The  Chairman.  And  I  presume  .that  when  we  meet  in  executive 
session  that  we  will  mark  up  the  bill  which,  I  hope,  will  be  to  the  satis¬ 
faction  of  all  of  you  people. 

Mr.  Healy.  You  know,  in  S.  2921.  about  which  we  testified  before, 
we  asked  for  $110  million  for  the  nex-  fiscal  year,  and  $115  million  for 
the  following  fiscal  year,  and  $120  million  thereafter. 

The  Chairman.  Every  year  thereafter,  $120  million? 

Mr.  Healy.  Yes,  sir.  A  minimum  of  $120  million. 

The  National  Milk  Producers  Federation  has  great  concern  for  the 
poverty-stricken  people  in  the  United  States  and,  without  reservation, 
will  support  sound  and  effective  measures  which  will  provide  needed 
assistance  for  this  group  of  our  people.  In  this  regard,  it  may  be  that 
the  judgment  of  this  committee  will  result  in  provisions  for  exploration 
of  pilot  feeding  programs  in  destitute  areas  and  provisions  for  gran ts- 
in-aid  which  will  allow  schools  located  in  economically  depressed 
areas  to  take  advantage  of  the  school  lunch  program  and  the  special 
milk  program  for  children  as  they  are  now  operated  without  impairing 
funds  appropriated  for  the  purchase  of  food  under  either  of  these 
programs. 

Mr.  Chairman,  may  we  again  express  our  appreciation  to  you  and 
to  this  committee  for  your  concern  over  these  programs  which  provide 
so  vital  a  part  in  the  development  of  a  national  sound  nutrition  pro¬ 
gram  for  children. 

The  Chairman.  Thank  you. 

We  w  ill  next  hear  from  Mr.  Gordon  W.  Gunderson,  chairman  of 
the  legislative  committee  of  the  American  School  Food  Service 
Association. 

STATEMENT  OF  GORDON  W.  GUNDERSON,  CHAIRMAN,  LEGISLA¬ 
TIVE  COMMITTEE,  AMERICAN  SCHOOL  FOOD  SERVICE  ASSO¬ 
CIATION,  MADISON,  WIS. 

Mr.  Gunderson.  Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  committee, 
I  am  here  today  representing  the  more  than  48,000  members  of  the 
American  School  Food  Service  Association  which  includes  the  directors 
of  the  State  agencies  responsible  for  the  administration  of  the  school 
lunch  and  special  milk  programs  throughout  the  Nation.  We  are 
grateful  to  you  for  granting  us  an  opportunity  to  express  our  views 
concerning  S.  3467. 

The  American  School  Food  Service  Association  reaffirms  its  support 
of  the  intents  and  purposes  of  the  national  school  lunch  program  and 
the  special  milk  program.  We  wish  to  again  commend  the  Congress 
for  initiating  these  programs  and  supporting  them  over  their  many 
years  of  growth  and  development.  The  national  school  lunch  program 
has  reached  its  20th  anniversary,  and  the  special  milk  program  has 
attained  its  position  of  prominence  after  having  demonstrated  its 
excellence  over  12  years  of  unprecedented  growth. 

We  are  deeply  appreciative  of  the  interest  of  the  Congress  in  ex¬ 
panding  these  basic  programs  by  means  of  amending  the  National 
School  Lunch  Act  as  proposed  in  S.  3467  to  even  more  fully  meet  the 
nutritional  needs  of  our  Nation’s  children.  The  grants-in-aid  to 
assist  States  in  starting  breakfast  programs  and  for  nonfood  assistance 
for  acquisition  of  facilities  to  establish,  maintain,  and  expand  food 
service  programs  in  schools  drawing  attendance  from  areas  in  which 
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poor  economic  conditions  exist  will  bring  about  improved  nutrition 
for  untold  thousands  of  children  whose  dietary  needs  are  not  now 
being  met. 

The  addition  of  a  new  section  13  provides  for  the  extension  of  the 
special  milk  program  beyond  the  expiration  date  of  existing  legislative 
authority,  June  30,  1967.  The  enactment  of  such  legislation  now  will 
assure  uninterrupted  operation  of  this  excellent  program  and  will  en¬ 
able  school  administrators,  parents,  and  industries  affected  to  plan 
accordingly. 

The  American  School  Food  Service  Association  is  deeply  concerned, 
however,  over  the  ceiling  of  $100  million  which  this  amendment  would 
place  upon  the  annual  appropriation  for  this  program  beginning  with 
fiscal  year  196S.  In  operating  the  program  for  the  current  fiscal  year 
under  the  same  limitation,  it  has  been  necessary  to  reduce  reimburse¬ 
ment  to  schools  by  10  percent  of  the  amount  claimed  at  established 
rates.  In  other  words,  an  appropriation  of  $100  million  has  proven 
inadequate  to  meet  program  demands  at  its  current  level  by  10  per-  # 
cent.  It  is  our  sincere  belief  that  a  continuation  of  such  ceiling  year  v 
after  year  would  tend  to  “phase  out”  the  program  entirely  by  1970. 

We  believe  this  is  a  program  which  cannot  be  stabilized  at  a  given 
level;  it  must  have  an  opportunity  for  growth,  or  it  will  die.  This  is 
equally  true  of  the  school  lunch  program.  In  our  testimony  earlier 
before  Appropriations  Committees  of  both  Houses,  we  have  attempted 
to  emphasize  the  importance  of  adequate  funding  of  both  programs 
to  provide  for  normal  growth.  Therefore,  we  believe  that  a  continu¬ 
ing  decline  in  rate  of  reimbursement  brought  about  by  a  fixed  ceiling 
on  the  annual  appropriation  for  the  special  milk  program  would  ulti¬ 
mately  result  in  its  termination. 

We  respectfully  recommend,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  the  annual  appro¬ 
priation  not  be  limited  in  this  legislation  but  that  the  needs  of  the 
program  be  determined,  and  proper  appropriation  be  provided  by  the 
Congress  each  ensuing  fiscal  year. 

Inasmuch  as  the  other  proposed  amendments  in  this  bill  provide  for 
apportionment  of  funds  to  the  States,  it  is  our  recommendation  that  a 
similar  provision  be  included  in  section  13  with  respect  to  the  funds 
appropriated  for  the  special  milk  program. 

We  further  recommend  that  such  apportionment  be  based  upon  fund  /  - 
utilization  by  the  respective  States  during  the  preceding  fiscal  year.  ' 
This  is  currently  the  basis  for  apportionment. 

The  urgent  need  for  augmenting  State  staffs  is  almost  universal. 
The  proposed  amendment  of  the  act  to  utilize  a  small  portion  of  the 
appropriation  to  help  State  educational  agencies  meet  expenses  in 
administration  of  the  programs  will  be  of  significant  help  in  strength¬ 
ening  each  State’s  school  food  service  staff  in  order  that  additional 
technical  assistance  may  be  given  to  schools  in  starting  the  new  pro¬ 
grams  and  in  meeting  the  many  diverse  challenges  of  school  food 
services. 

Although  we  understand  the  intents  and  purposes  of  the  new 
section  18,  we  respectfully  recommend  the  addition  of  a  provision 
which  would  prohibit  the  duplication  of  assistance  to  such  programs 
from  Federal  sources  in  utilizing  funds  appropriated  under  the 
provisions  of  this  act,  as  amended.  I  think  that  has  been  fairly 
well  covered. 

In  summary,  Mr.  Chairman,  the  American  School  Food  Service 
Association  wishes  to  affirm  its  full  support  of  the  provisions  of  this 
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legislation.  We  have  recommended  minor  changes  which  we  believe 
to  be  to  the  best  interest  of  the  programs,  and  are  confident  they  will 
receive  due  consideration  in  your  deliberations  over  the  proposed 
legislation. 

Again,  I  want  to  thank  you  for  granting  us  an  opportunity  to  be 
heard. 

I  might  add,  Mr.  Chairman,  a  brief  comment  in  addition  to  the 
formal  statement. 

I  was  very  much  pleased  over  your  concern  in  the  bringing  of  feed¬ 
ing  programs  in  schools  by  various  agencies  under  one  umbrella  for 
the  purpose  of  administration  of  these  programs  in  the  States.  This 
is  of  tremendous  importance,  and  it  would  be  a  tremendous  addition 
to  this  legislation,  because  it  is  confusing,  it  is  difficult.  There  is  an 
opportunity  for  duplicating  assistance,  confusion  in  administration, 
for  other  feeding  programs  to  tend  to  take  over,  and  if  something 
could  be  done  in  this  area,  we  would  be  very  pleased. 

The  Chairman.  We  will  do  our  best,  insofar  as  I  am  concerned. 
Since  the  school  lunch  program  has  been  ably  administered  under  the 
Department  of  Agriculture,  I  would  like  to  see  it  stay  there — all  of  it 
to  be  under  the  Department  of  Agriculture. 

Mr.  Gunderson.  There  is  a  tendency,  I  know  in  my  own  State, 
under  title  I  of  the  Education  Act  and  the  Economic  Opportunity 
Act,  for  there  not  being  a  provision  as  to  the  quality  of  the  meals 
served.  The  funds  are  given  out,  but  there  are  not  specific  criteria 
as  to  what  the  meals  should  contain.  So,  you  have  here  a  program 
probably  in  one  or  two  schools  in  a  city  serving  one  type  of  lunch  and 
a  program  in  the  remaining  schools  in  the  city  that  are  governed  by 
specific  requirements  as  to  the  meal  content.  This,  certainly,  is  not 
a  desirable  situation. 

The  Chairman.  This  means  a  lot  of  duplication  if  you  have  two 
or  three  agencies  handling  the  same  program. 

Mr.  Gunderson.  And  the  administration  of  it.  We  become  shut 
out,  more  or  less. 

The  Chairman.  And  then  you  will  have  them  vying  among  them¬ 
selves  for  the  funds. 

Mr.  Gunderson.  That  is  correct. 

The  Chairman.  Exactly.  We  will  see  what  we  can  do  to  doctor  it 
up  some. 

Mr.  Gunderson.  Thank  you  very  much. 

The  Chairman.  Thank  you  very  much. 

This  concludes  the  hearings  on  the  bill.  I  am  very  hopeful  that  the 
committee  can  meet  sometime  soon  to  mark  up  not  only  this  bill  but 
the  food-for-freedom  bill.  We  will  try  to  do  that  early  next  week  if 
possible. 

The  committee  will  stand  in  adjournment,  subject  to  the  call  of  the 
Chair. 

(Whereupon,  at  12:05  p.m.,  an  adjournment  was  taken,  subject  to 
the  call  of  the  Chair.) 

(Additional  statements  filed  for  the  record  are  as  follows:) 


Statement  of  Tony  T.  Dechant,  President,  National  Farmers  Union 

Mr.  Chairman  and  Members  of  the  Committee,  I  want  to  thank  the  Chairman 
and  Members  of  the  Committee  for  this  opportunity  to  present  the  views  of 
National  Farmers  Union  on  S.  3467.  We  understand  this  bill  is  largely  the  result 
of  the  work  of  the  Chairman  of  the  Committee. 
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The  objective  of  this  legislation  is  to  extend  the  benefits  of  the  National  School 
Lunch  Program — a  goal  long  supported  by  National  Farmers  Union.  We  have 
testified  on  a  number  of  occasions  in  the  past  concerning  the  need  to  expand  the 
program  to  schools  now  without  any  kind  of  feeding  program  and  to  make  it  more 
effective  in  meeting  the  nutritional  needs  of  children  in  schools  with  a  program. 

We  are  especially  pleased  to  learn  that  President  Johnson,  through  Secretary 
Freeman,  has  indicated  that  he  will  ask  for  a  special  $42  million  supplemental 
appropriation  to  finance  a  low  price  lunch  program  in  schools  serving  needy  areas. 
We  understand  that  Section  II  of  the  National  School  Lunch  Act  authorizes  such 
a  program. 

In  order  that  there  will  be  no  misunderstanding  as  to  the  position  of  Farmers 
Union,  I  would  like  to  make  it  clear  that  we  believe  that  the  amendments  to  the 
National  School  Lunch  Act  and  the  new  program  direction  which  this  bill  provides 
should  be  supplemental  to  existing  programs,  the  funds  that  Congress  will  appropri¬ 
ate  this  year  for  the  School  Lunch  and  School  Milk  Programs  should  be  protected. 

In  this  connection  we  would  point  out  that  Secretary  Freeman  in  his  statement 
to  the  Committee  yesterday,  indicated  that  he  would  not  object  to  amending 
S.  3467  to  make  the  School  Milk  Program  permanent.  Our  organization  earlier 
asked  Congress  to  enact  S.  2921,  introduced  by  Senator  Proxmire  and  co-sponsored 
by  most  Members  of  the  Senate.  We  believe  this  program  is  needed  and  that  it 
can  be  justified  in  terms  of  nutritional  needs  of  children. 

The  delegates  to  the  recent  convention  of  National  Farmers  Union,  for  example, 
spelled  out  their  immediate  and  specific  objectives  in  the  Policy  Statement  of  our 
organization  as  follows: 

“School  Lunch  and  School  Milk.  Increased  appropriations  for  school  lunch  and 
a  permanent  milk  program  to  meet  the  need  created  by  an  expanding  enrollment 
in  our  schools.  Congress  should  continue  to  offer  Federal  aid  for  all  participating 
children  not  just  for  underprivileged.  We  find  serveral  commendable  proposals 
in  the  suggested  Child  Nutrition  Act,  particularly  for  grants  in  aid  for  kitchen  and 
lunchroom  equipment  for  schools  now  without  a  program,  for  a  pilot  school 
breakfast  program  and  for  efforts  to  expand  total  participation.  However,  we 
feel  these  new  measures  should  be  in  addition  to  what  is  now  being  done,  rather 
than  as  a  replacement  for  it.” 

There  is  no  more  pathetic  problem  facing  our  Nation  than  that  of  children  who 
arrive  at  school  hungry.  Learning  is  a  futile  effort  for  such  children  and  a  waste 
of  the  teaching  and  physical  resources  that  may  be  dedicated  to  the  task.  We 
especially  want  to  commend  you,  Chairman  Ellender,  for  your  understanding  of 
the  need  for  inaugurating  a  pilot  breakfast  program. 

Further,  we  believe  that  the  program  provided  by  S.  3467  to  establish  a  perma¬ 
nent  program  to  assist  low  income  school  districts  to  acquire  food  service  equipment 
is  a  meritorious  step  forward  in  the  effort  to  close  the  nutritional  gap  that  exists 
among  our  school-age  children.  We  further  understand  that  as  the  result  of  the 
enactment  of  this  legislation,  feeding  programs  will  be  extended  to  pre-school 
activities.  This  will  fill  a  need  that  has  been  largely  ignored  in  the  past. 

While  we  are  greatly  encouraged  by  the  understanding  and  humane  attitudes 
that  the  bill  before  the  Committee  reflects,  we  want  to  point  out  that  additional 
funds  must  be  appropriated  by  the  Congress  if  the  provisions  of  the  bill  are  to  be 
of  maximum  benefit  to  the  Nation. 

We  know  of  no  more  important  way  to  utilize  the  resources  of  our  Nation  than 
to  expand  the  programs  authorized  under  the  School  Lunch  Act,  as  this  bill  would 
amend  it,  toward  the  goal  of  providing  school  age  children  the  food  they  need. 
This  effort  should  be  made  without  regard  to  the  financial  status  of  the  parents. 

In  closing  we  would  like  to  point  out  that  the  funds  provided  by  Congress  have, 
for  the  most  part,  been  a  very  small  percentage  of  the  total  of  funds  spent  on 
school  feeding  programs.  As  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  pointed  out  yesterday, 
the  $325  million  a  year  which  the  Federal  Government  has  provided  in  dollars 
and  in  donated  foods  over  the  past  few  years  is  largely  a  catalyst  to  help  provide 
the  incentive  for  states  and  local  communities  to  establish  school  feeding  pro¬ 
grams,  contributing  their  own  resources. 

In  every  school  where  a  program  exists,  there  are  dedicated  employees  and 
many  volunteers  who  have  made  possible  the  School  Lunch  Program  as  we  know 
it.  They  are  to  be  commended  because  without  their  leadership,  dedication  and 
work  the  School  Lunch  Program  would  not  have  been  the  effective  program  that 
it  is  today. 
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Washington,  D.C.,  June  21,  1966. 

lion.  Allen  J.  Ellender, 

Chairman,  Senate  Committee  on  Agriculture, 

Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Mr.  Chairman:  The  American  Parents  Committee  is  grateful  for  this 
opportunity  to  have  our  statement  included  in  the  record  of  hearings  on  S.  3467, 
the  proposed  amendments  to  the  National  School  Lunch  Act. 

W  e  are  appreciatively  aware  that  S.  3467  makes  no  provision  for  food  service 
outside  of  the  school  system.  In  our  20-year  record  of  support  of  the  School  Lunch 
Act,  the  American  Parents  Committee  has  always  considered  the  School  Lunch 
program  to  be  a  part  of  the  overall  pattern  of  education,  rather  than  limited 
to  welfare.  In  this  way,  the  school  child  learns  correct  nutritional  habits  while 
physically  benefitting  from  well-balanced  meals  offered  through  the  schools,  even 
if  not  through  the  home. 

While  the  students’  economic  background  does  not  always  determine  the  avail¬ 
ability  of  well-balanced  meals,  it  has  been  Stated  by  many  advocates  of  the 
School  Lunch  program,  that  for  many  students  from  poverty-stricken  areas, 
their  school  lunch  is  the  only  real  meal  they  know— indeed,  sometimes  the 
primary  motivation  for  their  remaining  in  school. 

Section  14  of  S.  3467  provides  such  students  with  the  type  of  meal  that  all 
school  children  hopefully  should  have — a  balanced  school  breakfast. 

In  selecting  the  schools  for  this  pilot  program  of  school  breakfasts,  the  State 
educational  agency  is  to  give  first  priority  to  areas  “in  which  poor  economic 
conditions  exist.”  We  feel  this  is  entirely  consistent  with  the  intent  of  the  orig¬ 
inal  Act’s  Section  1 1,  as  is  the  subsequent  language  guarding  against  discrimination 
of  any  child  unable  to  pay  for  his  meal. 

Singling  out  the  poverty-stricken  child  in  school  cafeterias  has  been  success¬ 
fully  avoided  in  many  ways  by  local  administrators  of  the  school  lunch  program, 
perhaps  most  effectively  by  the  issuance  of  lunch  tickets.  We  are  confident  that 
the  same  safeguards  could  be  employed  with  equal  success,  for  the  school  break¬ 
fast  program. 

Section  15’s  authorization  of  non-food  assistance  is,  especially,  worthy  of  sup¬ 
port,  in  recognizing  that  the  local  tax-base  in  some  areas  cannot  provide  cafeteria 
facilities  in  existing  schools.  Although  over  18  million  students  at  present 
participate  in  the  School  Lunch  program,  this  is  only  one-third  of  the  possible 
total.  In  some  areas,  of  course,  students  will  continue  to  be  within  easy  walking 
distance  of  their  homes  at  lunch  time.  But  our  over-all  pattern  of  national  growth, 
both  urban  and  suburban,  strongly  suggests  that  school-lunch  facilities  will  be 
needed  more,  rather  than  less,  in  the  future.  In  isolated  rural  areas,  school 
lunches  continue  to  be  a  necessity,  rather  than  a  choice  for  those  students. 

The  provision  in  Section  18  assigning  preference  to  programs  carried  out  under 
the  Elementary  and  Secondary  Education  Act,  and  the  Economic  Opportunity 
Act  is,  we  feel,  unfortunate,  since  it  invites  confusion  and  duplication  of  effort. 
With  two  decades  of  effective  administration  of  the  School  Lunch  Act,  the  U.S. 
Department  of  Agriculture  and  state  agencies  should  not  have  their  administra¬ 
tion  thus  hampered. 

Section  17  recognizes  the  commensurate  difficulties  of  administration,  in  wisely 
providing  an  increase  for  administrative  expenses  under  the  new  Act. 

While  the  over-all  intent  in  S.  3467  is  highly  commendable,  the  American 
Parents  Committee  is  distressed  to  note  the  limitations  imposed  on  the  Special 
Milk  Program,  in  Section  13.  In  the  early  part  of  1966,  Executive  action  with¬ 
held  $3  million  from  the  $103  million  appropriated  by  Congress  for  the  Special 
Milk  program  in  fiscal  1966.  This  action  caused  a  10%  cutback,  nationwide,  in 
the  availability  of  milk  for  children  under  this  program.  We  feel  such  a  situation 
exemplifies  dramatically  the  danger  of  restricting  the  growth  of  the  program, 
while  at  the  same  time  attempting  to  adhere  to  the  legislative  intent  of  the  Act, 
“to  encourage  consumption  of  fluid  milk  by  the  children  in  the  United  States.” 
In  five  years’  time,  so  the  demographers  tell  us,  half  our  population  will  be  under 
the  age  of  25;  and  by  the  year  2000,  the  present  population  will  double.  To 
restrict  the  availability  of  such  a  vital  food  to  the  growing  one-third  of  our  nation 
would  not  seem  consistent  with  our  hopes  for  the  health  of  the  generation  upon 
which  our  national  future  depends. 

Respectfully, 

Mrs.  Barbara  D.  McGarry, 
Executive  Director,  American  Parents  Committee. 


STATEMENT  OF  HON.  VANCE  HARTIvE,  A  U.S.  SENATOR 
FROM  THE  STATE  OF  INDIANA 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  contribution  of  the  special  milk  program  to  the 
health  and  well-being  of  the  Nation’s  schoolchildren  is  incalculable. 

I  most  strongly  urge  that  the  most  effective  measures  possible  be 
taken  to  insure  the  continuation  and  the  expansion  of  this  eminently 
worthwhile  program.  I  believe  that  S.  2921,  a  bill  introduced  by 
my  distinguished  colleague  from  Wisconsin,  Senator  Proxmire,  and 
of  which  I  am  a  cosponsor,  better  guarantees  the  future  success  of 
the  program  than  does  the  bill  presently  under  consideration,  S.  3467. 
However,  I  certainly  want  to  support  whatever  improvement  can  be 
made  legislatively. 

The  stated  purpose  of  the  special  milk  program  is  to  increase  the 
consumption  of  fluid  milk  by  the  Nation’s  children  through  a  program 
of  Federal  reimbursements  to  schools  and  other  child-care  institutions, 
which  are  thus  enabled  to  offer  the  children  milk  at  reduced  prices — - 
in  some  cases  free.  Since  its  inception  in  1955,  the  program  has 
provided  low-cost  milk  for  literally  millions  of  schoolchildren.  The 
program  has  expanded  its  services  with  every  year  of  its  operation. 
At  its  inception,  41,094  schools  participated;  now,  in  1966,  an  esti¬ 
mated  93,000  of  the  Nation’s  schools,  summer  camps,  and  child-care 
institutions  are  able  to  serve  milk  at  reduced  prices — close  to  3 
million  half  pints  in  1965  alone. 

The  inestimably  great  contribution  of  the  special  milk  program 
to  the  welfare  of  the  Nation’s  schoolchildren,  the  program’s  continued 
steady  growth,  and  its  demonstrable  nationwide  popularity  all  mili¬ 
tate  against  its  being  jeopardized  by  insecurity  of  continuation  or 
by  inadequate  funding.  Yet  I  fear  that  both  are  likely  if  section 
13  of  S.  3467  is  adopted  as  it  now  stands. 

Section  13  would  extend  the  program  for  only  4  years  and  would 
place  a  ceiling  of  $100  million  on  program  appropriations.  Given  the#) 
program’s  present  steady  expansion  rate,  such  a  ceiling  could  sound  its' 
death  knell.  Already,  in  1966,  the  present  appropriation  is  insufficient 
fully  to  reimburse  the  schools  taking  part.  The  reimbursement  rate 
was  reduced  to  95  percent  in  1965  and  fell  further  to  90  percent  in 
1966,  with  total  estimated  costs  for  reimbursement  and  administration 
topping  $99  million.  Whether  the  program  can  continue  to  function 
at  its  present  level  of  effectiveness  with  the  ceiling  suggested  in  S.  3467 
is  therefore  an  issue  of  considerable  concern. 

In  view  of  these  considerations,  I  most  urgently  request  the  com¬ 
mittee’s  favorable  consideration  of  S.  2921,  which  came  before  the 
committee  in  May  of  this  year.  S.  2921  would  make  the  special 
milk  program  permanent  and  guarantee  a  minimum  appropriation 
of  $105  million  in  1967,  scaling  upward  to  $120  million  in  1970. 
With  a  permanent  program,  and  appropriations  guaranteed  along  the 
guidelines  advocated  by  the  distinguished  Senator  from  Wisconsin, 
the  continued  effectiveness  of  the  present  program  would  be  assured. 
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I  learned  with  great  pleasure  of  the  distinguished  Secretary  of  the 
Agriculture’s  recent  statement  in  support  of  removing  the  appropria¬ 
tions  ceiling  and  of  establishing  the  program  on  a  permanent  basis- 
provisions  both  provided  for  m  S.  2921.  I  concur  with  the  observa¬ 
tions  of  the  Secretary  on  this  matter. 

I  urge  the  committee’s  favorable  consideration  of  the  other  major 
provisions  of  S.  3467 — the  pilot  breakfast  program  and  the  nonfood 
assistance  program.  The  first  would  provide  funds  for  establishing 
breakfast  programs  in  schools  drawing  pupils  from  needy  areas;  the 
I  second  would  provide  funds  to  assist  schools  in  needy  areas  to  establish 
and  maintain  food  programs.  In  my  own  State  of  Indiana,  there 
were  in  1960  better  than  76,000  children  who  could  hope  to  benefit 
from  these  programs  if  they  are  enacted.  Both  the  breakfast  and  the 
nonfood  assistance  programs  are  much  needed  steps  in  the  direction 
of  assuring  that  no  schoolchild  face  the  unhappy  problem  of  attempt¬ 
ing  to  learn  on  an  empty  stomach. 
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NATIONAL  SCHOOL  LUNCH  ACT 


THURSDAY,  JULY  21,  1966 

House  of  Representatives, 

Select  Subcommittee  on  Education 
of  the  Committee  on  Education  and  Labor, 

Washington,  D.C. 

The  subcommittee  met  at  10  a.m.,  pursuant  to  call,  in  room  2257, 
Rayburn  House  Office  Building,  Hon.  Roman  C.  Pucinski  (chairman 
of  the  subcommittee)  presiding. 

Present:  Representatives  Pucinski,  Daniels,  Scheuer,  Bell,  and 
Andrews. 

Also  present:  Jay  H.  Foreman,  subcommittee  counsel;  Mattie  L. 
Maynard,  subcommittee  clerk;  and  Charles  Radcliffe,  special  minority 
counsel  on  Education. 

Chairman  Pucinski.  The  committee  will  come  to  order. 

The  purpose  of  our  meeting  this  morning  is  to  hear  testimony  on 
S.  3467,  to  amend  the  National  School  Lunch  Act,  as  amended,  to 
strengthen  and  expand  food  service  programs  for  children. 

We  feel  that  the  National  School  Lunch  Act  has  been  one  of  the 
cornerstones  of  the  American  educational  system.  It  has  worked 
extremely  well,  and  we  are  happy  to  see  that  the  Senate  has  not 
weakened  the  program  in  any  way  but  has  strengthened  it  with  several 
new  and  innovative  provisions,  including  a  pilot  breakfast  program  to 
certain  schools  in  the  country. 

(Text  of  S.  3467  follows:) 

[S.  3467  ,  89th  Cong.,  2d  sess.] 

AN  ACT  To  amend  the  National  School  Lunch  Act,  as  amended,  to  strengthen  and  expand  food  service 

programs  for  children 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled,  That  the  National  School  Lunch  Act,  as  amended, 
is  amended — 

(A)  By  inserting  in  section  3  before  the  period  at  the  end  thereof  the  fol¬ 
lowing  phrase:  “and  other  than  sections  13  through  15  and  section  17”. 

(B)  By  inserting  in  section  6  after  the  word  “Act”  where  it  first  occurs  the 
following:  “(other  than  sections  13  through  15  and  section  17)”. 

(C)  By  adding  at  the  end  of  subsection  (d)  of  section  12,  the  following  new 
paragraph: 

“(8)  ‘Nonprofit  institution’  means  any  public  or  private  institution,  except  a 
school  or  other  educational  institution  of  higher  learning,  which  provides  for  the 
care  and  training  of  children  and  no  part  of  the  net  earnings  of  which  inures  to 
the  benefit  of  any  private  shareholder  or  individual.” 

(D)  By  adding  at  the  end  of  the  Act  the  following  new  sections: 

“special  milk  program 
“authorization 

“Sec.  13.  There  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  for  the  fiscal  year 
ending  June  30,  1967,  not  to  exceed  $110,000,000;  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June 
30,  1968,  not  to  exceed  $115,000,000;  and  for  each  of  the  two  succeeding  fiscal 
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years  not  to  exceed  $120,000,000,  to  enable  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  under 
such  rules  and  regulations  as  he  may  deem  in  the  public  interest,  to  encourage 
consumption  of  fluid  milk  by  children  in  the  United  States  in  (1)  nonprofit  schools 
of  high  school  grade  and  under,  and  (2)  nonprofit  nursery  schools,  child-care 
centers,  settlement  houses,  summer  camps,  and  similar  nonprofit  institutions 
devoted  to  the  care  and  training  of  children.  For  the  purposes  of  this  section 
‘United  States’  means  the  fifty  States  and  the  District  of  Columbia.  The  Secre¬ 
tary  shall  administer  the  special  milk  program  provided  for  by  this  section  to  the 
maximum  extent  practicable  in  the  same  manner  as  he  administered  the  special 
milk  program  provided  for  by  Public  Law  85-478  as  amended,  during  the  fiscal 
year  ended  June  30,  1966. 


“school  breakfast  program 
“authorization 


“Sec.  14.  (a)  There  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  for  the  fiscal  year 
ending  June  30,  1967,  not  to  exceed  $7,500,000;  and  for  the  fiscal  year  ending 
June  30,  1968,  not  to  exceed  $10,000,000,  to  enable  the  Secretary  to  formulate 
and  carry  out  a  pilot  program  to  assist  States  through  grants-in-aid  and  other 
means,  to  initiate,  maintain,  or  expand  nonprofit  breakfast  programs  in  schools 
drawing  attendance  from  areas  in  which  poor  economic  conditions  exist  and  in 
schools  to  which  a  substantial  proportion  of  the  children  enrolled  must  travel  long 
distances. 

“apportionment  to  states 


“(b)  Of  the  funds  appropriated  for  the  purposes  of  this  section  for  any  fiscal 
year,  the  Secretary  shall  reserve  3  per  centum  for  apportionment  to  Guam,  the 
Virgin  Islands,  Puerto  Rico,  and  American  Samoa.  Such  funds  shall  be  appor¬ 
tioned  among  such  States  on  the  basis  of  the  ratio  of  the  number  of  children  of 
ages  five  through  seventeen  in  each  such  State  to  the  number  of  all  children  of 
ages  five  through  seventeen  in  all  such  States. 

“(c)  Of  the  remainder  of  the  funds  appropriated,  the  Secretary  shall  for  each 
fiscal  year,  (1)  apportion  the  first  $2,500,000  equally  among  the  States,  other  than 
Guam,  the  Virgin  Islands,  Puerto  Rico,  and  American  Samoa,  and  (2)  apportion 
the  remainder  among  such  States  on  the  basis  of  the  ratio  of  the  number  of  children 
in  each  State  of  ages  five  through  seventeen  in  families  with  incomes  of  less  than 
$2,000  per  annum  plus  the  number  of  children  of  ages  five  through  seventeen  in 
families  with  incomes  of  more  than  $2,000  per  annum  from  payments  under  the 
Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare’s  program  of  aid  to  families  with 
dependent  children  to  the  total  number  of  such  children  in  the  fifty  States  and  the 
District  of  Columbia. 


“state  disbursement  to  schools 


“(d)  Funds  apportioned  and  paid  to  any  State  for  the  purpose  of  this  section 
shall  be  disbursed  by  the  State  educational  agency  to  schools  selected  by  the  State  .. 
educational  agency,  to  reimburse  such  schools  for  the  cost  of  obtaining  agricul-  f  I 
tural  and  other  foods  for  consumption  by  needy  children  in  a  breakfast  program  ' 
and  for  the  purpose  of  subsection  (e).  Such  food  costs  may  include,  in  addition 
to  the  purchase  price,  the  cost  of  processing,  distributing,  transporting,  storing, 
and  handling.  Disbursement  to  schools  shall  be  made  at  such  rates  per  meal  or 
on  such  other  basis  as  the  Secretary  shall  prescribe.  In  selecting  schools,  the 
State  educational  agency  shall,  to  the  extent  practicable,  give  first  consideration 
to  those  schools  drawing  attendance  from  areas  in  which  poor  economic  conditions 
exist  and  to  those  schools  to  which  a  substantial  proportion  of  the  children  en¬ 
rolled  must  travel  long  distances. 

“(e)  In  circumstances  of  severe  need  where  the  rate  per  meal  established  by  the 
Secretary  is  deemed  by  him  insufficient  to  carry  on  an  effective  breakfast  program 
in  a  school,  the  Secretary  may  authorize  financial  assistance  up  to  90  per  centum 
of  the  operating  costs  of  such  a  program,  including  cost  of  obtaining,  preparing, 
and  serving  food.  In  the  selection  of  schools  to  receive  assistance  under  this 
section,  the  State  educational  agency  shall  require  applicant  schools  to  provide 
justification  of  the  need  for  such  assistance. 


“nutritional  and  other  program  requirements 

“(f)  Breakfasts  served  by  schools  participating  in  the  school  breakfast  program 
under  this  section  shall  consist  of  a  combination  of  foods  and  shall  meet  minimum 
nutritional  requirements  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  on  the  basis  of  tested  nutri- 
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tional  research.  Such  breakfasts  shall  be  served  without  cost  or  at  a  reduced  cost 
only  to  children  who  are  determined  by  local  school  authorities  to  be  unable  to 
pay  the  full  cost  of  the  breakfast.  In  making  such  determinations,  such  local 
authorities  should,  to  the  extent  practicable,  consult  with  public  welfare  and 
health  agencies.  No  physical  segregation  of  or  other  discrimination  against  amr 
child  shall  be  made  by  the  school  because  of  his  inability  to  pay. 

“nonprofit  private  schools 

“(g)  If  in  any  State  the  State  educational  agency  is  not  permitted  by  law  to 
disburse  the  funds  paid  to  it  under  this  section  to  nonprofit  private  schools,  the 
Secretary  shall  withhold  from  the  funds  apportioned  to  any  such  State  under 
subsections  (b)  and  (c)  of  this  section  an  amount  based  on  the  ratio  of  the  number 
of  children  enrolled  in  nonprofit  private  schools  within  the  State  to  the  total 
number  of  children  enrolled  in  all  schools  within  the  State.  The  Secretary  shall 
disburse  the  funds  so  withheld  directly  to  the  nonprofit  private  schools  within 
such  State  for  the  same  purposes  and  subject  to  the  same  conditions  as  are  re¬ 
quired  of  a  State  eductional  agency  disbursing  funds  made  available  under 
this  section. 

“nonfood  assistance  program 
“authorization 

“Sec.  15.  (a)  There  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  for  the  fiscal  year 
ending  June  30,  1967,  and  for  each  fiscal  year  thereafter  such  sums  as  may  be 
necessary  to  enable  the  Secretary  to  formulate  and  carry  out  a  program  to  assist 
the  States  through  grants-in-aid  and  other  means  to  supply  schools  drawing  attend¬ 
ance  from  areas  in  w'hich  poor  economic  conditions  exist  with  facilities,  other  than 
land  and  buildings,  for  the  storage,  preparation,  transportation,  and  serving  of  food 
to  enable  such  schools  to  establish,  maintain,  and  expand  school  food  service 
programs. 

“apportionments  to  states 

“(b)  The  Secretary  shall  apportion  the  funds  appropriated  for  the  purposes 
of  this  section  among  the  States  during  each  fiscal  year  on  the  same  basis  as 
apportionments  are  made  under  section  4  of  this  Act  for  supplying  agricultural 
and  other  foods,  except  that  apportionment  to  American  Samoa  for  any  fiscal 
year  shall  be  on  the  same  basis  as  the  apportionment  to  the  other  States.  Pay¬ 
ments  to  any  State  of  funds  apportioned  for  any  fiscal  year  shall  be  made  upon 
condition  that  one-fourth  of  the  cost  of  any  facilities  financed  under  this  sub¬ 
section  shall  be  borne  by  State  or  local  funds. 

“state  disbursement  to  schools 

“(c)  Funds  apportioned  and  paid  to  any  State  for  the  purpose  of  this  section 
shall  be  disbursed  bv  the  State  educational  agency  to  assist  schools,  which  draw 
attendance  from  areas  in  which  poor  economic  conditions  exist  and  which  have  no, 
or  grossly  inadequate,  facilities,  to  conduct  a  school  food  service  program,  and  to 
acquire  such  facilities.  In  the  selection  of  schools  to  receive  assistance  under 
this  section,  the  State  educational  agency  shall  require  applicant  schools  to 
provide  justification  of  the  need  for  such  assistance  and  the  inabilitv  of  local  tax 
sources  to  finance  the  food  service  equipment  and  facilities  needed.  Disburse¬ 
ments  to  any  school  may  be  made,  by  advances  or  reimbursements,  only  after 
approval  by  the  State  educational  agency  of  a  request  by  the  school  for  funds, 
accompanied  by  a  detailed  description  of  the  facilities  to  be  acquired  and  the  plans 
for  the  use  thereof  in  effectively  meeting  the  nutritional  needs  of  children  in  the 
school. 

“nonprofit  private  schools 

“(d)  If  in  any  State  the  State  educational  agency  is  not  permitted  by  law  to 
disburse  the  funds  paid  to  it  under  this  section  to  nonprofit  private  schools  in  the 
State,  the  Secretary  shall  withhold  from  the  funds  apportioned  to  such  State 
under  subsection  (b)  an  amount  which  bears  the  same  ratio  to  such  funds  as  the 
number  of  lunches,  consisting  of  a  combination  of  foods  and  meeting  the  minimum 
requirements  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  under  section  9  of  this  Act  served  in  the 
preceding  fiscal  year  by  all  nonprofit  private  schools  participating  in  the  program 
under  section  2  within  the  State,  as  determined  by  the  Secretary,  bears  to  the 
participation  rate  for  the  State.  The  Secretary  shall  disburse  the  funds  so  with¬ 
held  directly  to  the  nonprofit  private  schools  within  such  State  for  the  same  pur- 
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poses  and  subject  to  the  same  conditions  as  are  required  of  a  State  educational 
agency  disbursing  funds  made  available  under  this  section. 

“payments  to  states 

“Sec.  16.  The  Secretary  shall  certify  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  from 
time  to  time  the  amounts  to  be  paid  to  any  State  under  sections  13  through  17 
of  this  Act  and  the  time  or  times  such  amounts  are  to  be  paid;  and  the  Secretary 
of  the  Treasury  shall  pay  to  the  State  at  the  time  or  times  fixed  by  the  Secretary 
the  amounts  so  certified. 

“state  administrative  expenses 

“Sec.  17.  The  Secretary  may  utilize  funds  appropriated  under  this  section  for 
advances  to  each  State  educational  agency  for  use  for  its  administrative  expenses 
in  supervising  and  giving  technical  assistance  to  the  local  school  districts  in  their 
conducting  of  programs  under  this  Act.  Such  funds  shall  be  advanced  only  in 
amounts  and  to  the  extent  determined  necessary  by  the  Secretary  to  assist  such 
State  agencies  in  the  administration  of  additional  activities  undertaken  by  them 
under  sections  11,  14,  and  15  of  this  Act.  There  are  hereby  authorized  to  be 
appropriated  such  sums  as  may  be  necessary  for  the  purposes  of  this  section. 

utilization  of  foods 

“Sec.  18.  Each  school  participating  under  section  14  of  this  Act  shall  insofar 
as  practicable,  utilize  in  its  program  foods  designated  from  time  to  time  by  the 
Secretary  as  being  in  abundance,  either  nationally  or  in  the  school  area,  or  foods 
donated  by  the  Secretary.  Foods  available  under  section  416  of  the  Agricultural 
Act  of  1949  (63  Stat.  1058),  as  amended,  or  purchases  under  section  32  of  the  Act 
of  August  24,  1935  (49  Stat.  774),  as  amended,  or  section  709  of  the  Food  and 
Agriculture  Act  of  1965  (79  Stat.  1212),  may  be  donated  by  the  Secretary  to  schools 
in  accordance  with  the  needs  as  determined  by  local  school  authorities,  for  utiliza¬ 
tion  in  their  feeding  programs  under  this  Act. 

“nonprofit  programs 

“Sec.  19.  The  food  and  milk  service  programs  in  schools  and  nonprofit  institu¬ 
tions  receiving  assistance  under  this  Act  shall  be  conducted  on  a  nonprofit  basis. 

“statistical  data 

“Sec.  20.  Data  on  numbers  of  children  of  ages  five  through  seventeen  and  on 
per  capita  income  shall  be  made  available  by  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  to  the 
Secretary  and,  except  where  otherwise  expressly  stated  in  this  Act,  shall  be  the 
latest  available.  Data  on  the  numbers  of  children,  ages  5  through  17,  in  families 
with  incomes  of  more  than  $2,000  per  annum  from  payments  under  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare’s  program  of  aid  to  families  with  depen¬ 
dent  children  shall  be  provided  by  that  Department. 

“regulations 

“Sec.  21.  The  Secretary  shall  prescribe  such  regulations  as  he  may  deem 
necessary  to  carry  out  this  Act. 


“prohibitions 

“Sec.  22.  (a)  In  carrying  out  the  provisions  of  sections  13  through  15  of  this 
Act,  neither  the  Secretary  nor  the  State  shall  impose  any  requirements  with 
respect  to  teaching  personnel,  curriculum,  instruction,  methods  of  instruction, 
and  materials  of  instruction  in  any  nonprofit  institution. 

“(b)  The  value  of  assistance  to  children  under  this  Act  shall  not  be  considered 
to  be  income  or  resources  for  any  purpose  under  any  Federal  or  State  laws  in¬ 
cluding,  but  not  limited  to,  laws  relating  to  taxation,  welfare,  and  public  assist- 
tance  programs.  Expenditures  of  funds  from  State  and  local  sources  for  the 
maintenance  of  food  programs  for  children  shall  not  be  diminished  as  a  result  of 
funds  received  under  this  Act. 
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“preschool  programs 

“Sec.  23.  The  Secretary  may  extend  the  benefits  of  school  feeding  programs 
under  this  Act  to  include  preschool  programs  operated  as  part  of  the  school 
system. 

“centralization  of  administration 

“Sec.  24.  Authority  for  the  conduct  and  supervision  of  Federal  programs  to 
assist  schools  in  providing  food  service  programs  for  children  is  assigned  to  the 
Department  of  Agriculture.  To  the  extent  practicable,  other  Federal  agencies 
administering  programs  under  which  funds  are  to  be  provided  to  schools  for  such 
assistance  shall  transfer  such  funds  to  the  Department  of  Agriculture  for  distri¬ 
bution  through  the  administrative  channels  and  in  accordance  with  the  standards 
established  under  this  Act. 

“no  change  in  school  lunch  program 

“Sec.  25.  The  Secretary  shall  administer  sections  1  through  12  of  this  Act  to 
the  maximum  extent  practicable  in  the  same  manner  as  he  administered  those 
sections  during  the  fiscal  year  ended  June  30,  1966.” 

Passed  the  Senate  July  12,  1966. 

Attest:  Emery  L.  Frazier, 

Secretary. 

Chairman  Pucinski.  Our  first  witness  this  morning  is  Mr.  Howard 
Davis,  Deputy  Administrator,  Consumer  Food  Programs,  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture.  I  believe  he  has  the  responsibility  of  adminis¬ 
tering  this  program. 

Mr.  Davis,  would  you  please  come  forward? 

STATEMENT  OF  HOWARD  P.  DAVIS,  DEPUTY  ADMINISTRATOR, 

CONSUMER  FOOD  PROGRAMS,  CONSUMER  AND  MARKETING 

SERVICE,  U.S.  DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 

Chairman  Pucinski.  Before  I  call  upon  you,  permit  me  to  ask  my 
colleagues  if  they  have  any  additional  remarks  before  we  proceed. 

Mr.  Scheuer,  do  you  have  any  remarks? 

Mr.  Scheuer.  No. 

Chairman  Pucinski.  Mr.  Andrews,  do  you  have  any  remarks? 

Mr.  Andrews.  I  am  with  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Chairman  Pucinski.  That  is  an  encouraging  statement. 

Mr.  Davis,  I  know  you  have  a  prepared  statement.  Your  state¬ 
ment  will  go  in  the  record  in  its  entirety  at  this  point,  or,  if  you  would 
like  to  read  the  statement,  you  may  do  so.  Please  proceed  as  you 
wish. 

Mr.  Davis.  I  would  prefer  to  read  the  statement: 

Mr.  Chairman,  Members  of  the  Select  Subcommittee,  I  welcome  this  oppor¬ 
tunity  of  appearing  before  you  to  urge  favorable  consideration  of  S.  3467,  to 
broaden  our  authority  and  coverage  to  improve  child  nutrition  in  this  country. 

This  bill  is  designed  to  follow  closely  the  lines  of  administration,  operation  and 
communication  that  have  served  well  in  our  twenty  years  of  operation  of  the 
National  School  Lunch  Program  and  our  twelve  years  of  experience  with  the 
Special  Milk  Program. 

You  will  note  that  the  bill  does  not  change  the  National  School  Lunch  Pro¬ 
gram.  It  will  be  continued  in  its  present  form.  However,  program  coverage 
will  be  broadened  to  include  children  enrolled  in  pre-school  activities  operated 
through  the  school  system. 

Senate  3467  also  authorizes  a  pilot  breakfast  program  for  schools  in  low-income 
districts  and  for  schools  where  the  children  enrolled  travel  long  distances;  a 
four-year  extension  of  the  Special  Milk  Program;  a  permanent  program  to  assist 
low-income  school  districts  to  acquire  food  service  equipment;  the  use  of  Federal 
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funds  to  help  State  agencies  meet  the  costs  of  administering  the  new  features; 
and,  centralization  of  authority  for  the  administration  of  child  food  service  in  the 
Department  of  Agriculture. 

Our  goal  for  improved  child  nutrition  is  quite  simple — every  child,  regardless 
of  his  family’s  income,  shall  have  access  to  a  complete  and  nutritionally  sound 
meal  at  school. 

We  have  come  a  long  way  toward  reaching  this  goal  under  existing  legislative 
authority.  During  the  past-  fiscal  year,  71,000  schools  throughout  the  50  States, 
the  District  of  Columbia,  the  Commonwealth  of  Puerto  Rico  and  in  the  Terri¬ 
tories,  participated  in  the  National  School  Lunch  Program. 

The  program  is  available  to  three-fourths  of  the  children  enrolled  in  all  our 
elementary  and  secondary  schools  and  the  18  million  children — about  half  of  those 
enrolled  in  these  schools — who  participated,  consumed  a  record  of  3  billion  meals. 
About  10  percent  of  these  meals  were  served  free  or  at  a  token  price  to  children 
who  could  not  afford  the  full  price  of  the  meal. 

I  have  stated  that  we  have  come  a  long  way  under  existing  authority.  How¬ 
ever,  during  the  1962-63  school  year,  at  the  direction  of  the  Secretary  of  Agri¬ 
culture,  we  explored  in  detail  the  growth  of  the  program — which  on  the  surface 
seemed  a  quite  satisfactory  6  to  8  percent  a  year — and  the  question  as  to  whether 
or  not  we  were  reaching  the  children  most  in  need  of  the  program. 

The  results  of  that  survey  jarred  any  complacency  we  might  have  had.  We 
found  there  were  nine  million  children  without  access  to  a  food  service  at  school. 
One  million  of  these  were  children  of  poverty  who  should  have  a  meal  at  reduced 
price  or  free  of  charge — if  it  were  available. 

We  found  there  were  another  half  million  children  of  low-income  families  that 
were  attending  schools  with  a  lunch  program  but  where  the  combined  resources 
available  were  inadequate  to  support  the  necessary  level  of  reduced  price  or  free 
meals. 

The  nine  million  children  in  schools  with  no  food  service  are  primarily  in 
isolated  rural  schools  and  in  downtown  urban  schools.  In  both  situations  these 
schools  tend  to  draw  attendance  from  children  of  low-income  families.  These 
schools  and  these  children  need  help. 

This  Committee  assisted  in  adding  Section  11  to  the  National  School  Lunch 
Act  in  1962.  This  section  provided  for  additional  assistance  to  lunch  programs 
in  schools  drawing  attendance  from  particularly  needy  areas.  With  the  $2  million 
made  available  by  the  Congress  for  this  assistance  last  year,  we  have  made  a  start 
toward  reaching  needy  children  not  heretofore  getting  a  lunch. 

New  authority  to  provide  low-priced  lunches  will  not  be  required  but  larger 
appropriations  for  Section  11  will  be  needed  if  we  are  to  reach  the  1.5  million 
children  who  need  this  help.  Additional  lunchroom  equipment  will  also  be  needed. 

In  addition  to  this  gap  in  school  lunch  program  coverage,  there  has  grown  an 
increasing  awareness  that  too  many  of  our  children  arrive  at  school  hungry  in  the 
morning.  In  Urban  areas,  there  are  thousands  of  families  where  both  parents 
leave  for  work  long  before  the  chlidren  leave  for  school.  An  organized  family 
breakfast  is  unheard  of.  In  rural  areas,  thousands  of  children  travel  long  distances 
by  bus  and  even  if  they  have  had  a  fairly  decent  breakfast,  it  is  a  long  time  until 
lunch. 

S.  3467  will  help  us  close  both  of  these  gaps.  First,  through  the  provision 
for  authority  to  supply  equipment  for  food  service  to  schools  drawing  attendance 
from  low-income  families  which  have  been  unable  to  finance  the  equipment  needed 
to  start  a  lunch  program.  Second,  through  the  proposed  breakfast  program. 
We  have  had  some  experience  in  starting  programs  in  poor  schools  with  no  lunch 
facilities  or  equipment. 

During  the  1961-62  school  year,  we  recommended  and  the  Congress  provided 
for  a  Special  Commodity  Assistance  Program  for  needy  schools.  We  developed  a 
kind  of  domestic  CARE  package  that  contained  the  essentials  for  a  balanced 
lunch.  This  package  was  shipped  to  participating  schools.  It  was  a  less  than 
adequate  solution. 

During  the  winter  of  1962-63,  we  worked  with  officials  of  the  Kentucky  State 
school  lunch  staff  to  get  a  program  going  in  the  isolated  one  and  two-room  schools 
in  the  Appalachian  area  of  that  State.  Over  a  period  of  several  months,  a  lunch 
program  was  started  in  some  380  schools  with  an  enrollment  of  about  11,000 
children.  These  were  schools  where  space  for  food  storage,  preparation  and 
service  was  virtually  non-existent — sanitation  facilities  were  less  than  adequate — 
but  the  job  got  done. 

By  using  two-burner  hot  plates,  second-hand  refrigerators  and  asking  the 
children  to  bring  a  plate  and  fork  from  home,  a  lunch  program  was  started  and 
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maintained.  The  State  School  Lunch  Director  diverted  extra  Federal  funds  to 
these  schools  and  supplied  them  with  extra  allotments  of  donated  foods  so  they 
could  meet  the  Type  A  meal  requirements. 

We  have  made  special  studies,  too,  of  the  problem  of  getting  food  service  into 
downtown  urban  schools  where  there  are  no  food  service  facilities  available  and 
where  there  is  no  place  to  put  them.  Some  help  in  organizing  and  providing 
central  kitchen  facilities  to  service  satellite  schools  has  provided  an  effective 
solution  in  many  instances. 

S.  3467  will  help  close  the  second  gap  by  authorizing  the  secretary  to  initiate  a 
two-year  pilot  breakfast  program.  The  breakfasts  served  will  meet  nutritional 
requirements  based  on  tested  nutritional  research. 

S.  3467  also  provides  for  a  four-year  authorization  of  the  Special  Milk  Program. 
We  believe  it  appropriate  that  this  program  be  included  in  this  package  of  efforts 
to  improve  child  nutrition.  No  one  doubts  the  importance  and  impact  of  the 
Special  Milk  Program  in  supplementing  the  major  thrust  of  making  available  at 
least  one  full  meal  a  day  to  children  at  school.  Over  3  billion  half  pints  of  milk 
were  consumed  by  children  under  this  program  during  fiscal  year  1966.  This  is 
in  addition  to  the  3  billion  half  pints  consumed  as  part  ol  the  Type  A  lunch  under 
the  National  School  Lunch  Program.  The  bill  provides  that  the  program  would 
be  continued  just  as  it  has  operated  in  the  past. 

There  is  one  additional  feature  of  S.  3467  that  we  feel  important — that  is  the 
provision  for  some  assistance  to  the  State  agencies  for  administrative  costs. 
We  are  at  a  point  in  time  when  the  most  difficult  part  of  the  job  lies  ahead  for  the 
State  educational  agencies  that  administer  the  National  School  Lunch  and  Special 
Milk  Programs. 

The  Special  Assistance  or  Section  11  phase  of  the  National  School  Lunch  Act 
was  funded  for  the  first  time  in  fiscal  year  1966.  Our  experience  with  Section  11 
this  past  year  was  good  but  there  is  no  question  that  the  staff  required  in  the  selec¬ 
tion  of  these  schools  and  the  additional  direct  time  and  attention  required  to  pro¬ 
vide  first  class  technical  assistance  in  these  schools  puts  a  burden  on  State  school 
lunch  personnel.  Beyond  this,  we  are  now  asking  them  to  help  schools  initiate 
breakfast  programs  and  to  analyze  proposals  submitted  by  schools  for  equipment 
to  initiate  or  expand  food  service. 

In  view  of  these  circumstances,  we  feel  it  only  reasonable  to  provide  authority 
for  the  use  of  Federal  funds  to  help  the  States  defray  the  administrative  costs  of 
these  new  expanded  efforts. 

S.  3467  also  places  authority  in  the  Department  of  Agriculture  for  the  conduct 
and  supervision  of  Federal  programs  to  assist  schools  in  providing  food  service  for 
children.  This  will  assure  that  these  efforts  will  make  full  use  of  the  experience, 
technical  knowledge  and  administrative  machinery  developed  over  twenty  years 
in  the  administration  of  the  National  School  Lunch  Program. 

As  you  know,  the  President  has  indicated  that  he  will  offer  a  supplemental  appro¬ 
priation  request  to  fund  the  new  activities  if  they  are  approved  by  the  Congress. 
Speaking  for  the  Department,  I  can  only  urge  your  early  and  favorable  action  on 
this  bill. 

Chairman  Pucinski.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Davis. 

Mr.  Scheuer? 

Mr.  Scheuer.  I  enjoyed  your  testimony,  Mr.  Davis. 

On  page  2  of  your  testimony  you  mention  that  your  national  goal 
for  improving  child  nutrition  is  quite  simple;  every  child  regardless  of 
his  family’s  income  shall  have  access  to  a  complete  and  nutritionally 
sound  meal  at  school. 

It  seems  our  national  goal  is  broader  than  that.  It  is  to  provide 
each  child  with  a  nutritionally  sound  diet,  not  necessarily  at  school. 
As  evidence  of  that  is  the  fact  that  in  the  administration  program  in 
the  Child  Nutrition  Act  there  was  a  pilot  program  for  summer  lunches 
for  children,  Title  IV:  Special  Services  for  Needy  Children. 

I  might  say  that  I  introduced  a  bill,  9339,  which  was  substantially 
comparable  to  the  administration’s  proposed  pilot  program  for 
summer  lunches. 

Chairman  Pucinski.  Will  the  gentleman  yield? 

You  introduced  that  bill  substantially  before  the  administration’s 
proposal. 
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Mr.  Scheuer.  Yes;  I  introduced  that  bill  many  months  before, 
in  June  of  last  year,  substantially  before  the  administration’s  proposal. 

What  would  the  reaction  of  the  administration  be  if,  in  addition 
to  this,  a  piece  of  legislation  were  made  by  amendment  including  a 
pilot  program  substantially  along  the  lines  which  the  administration 
proposed  in  title  IV  of  the  Child  Nutrition  Act,  H.R.  13361,  and 
more  or  less  comparable  to  the  prior  proposal  of  mine,  H.R.  9339? 

Mr.  Davis.  I  believe  I,  representing  the  Department,  testified  in 
favor  of  your  proposed  legislation  generally  with  some  technical  res¬ 
ervations  when  this  committee  held  hearings  on  that  bill.  The  De¬ 
partment  would  still  be  in  favor  of  the  purposes  of  that  legislation 
and  perhaps  the  little  broader  coverage  that  is  envisioned  in  our 
earlier  title  IV  of  the  bill  as  first  submitted  to  the  Congress;  the 
Child  Nutrition  Act  as  first  submitted. 

At  this  stage  in  the  legislative  process,  if  I  might  make  an  observa¬ 
tion,  it  would  perhaps  expedite  matters  better  if  that  legislation  which 
has  already  been  proposed  in  your  bill,  which  has  already  been  acted^i 
on  and  reported  out  by  the  full  Education  Committee,  that  that  be*' 
allowed  to  take  its  course  and  this  particular  bill,  at  this  particular 
time,  be  considered  in  its  present  framework. 

Mr.  Scheuer.  Apart  from  the  question  of  the  strategy  and  tactics 
of  getting  this  program  passed,  I  take  it  you  are  still  in  favor  of  the 
kind  of  pilot  program  in  the  Nutrition  Act  and  the  kind  I  proposed 
in  H.R.  9339? 

Mr.  Davis.  Yes,  sir;  that  is  correct. 

Mr.  Scheuer.  Thank  you.  I  have  no  further  questions. 

Chairman  Pucinski.  Mr.  Andrews? 

Mr.  Andrews.  Not  to  start  a  controversy,  but  just  as  a  matter  of 
elemental  interest,  has  the  school  lunch  program  ever  been  withheld 
on  account  of  failure  to  comply? 

Mr.  Davis.  Are  you  referring  to  title  VI  in  the  Civil  Rights  Act. 

Mr.  Andrews.  That  is  right. 

Mr.  Davis.  We  have  had,  as  far  as  the  public  schools  are  concerned, 
no  refusals  to  sign  the  compliance  form  with  the  understanding  that 
at  this  time  the  public  schools  can  be  in  compliance  with  title  VI  and 
can  participate  in  this  program  even  though  they  have  not  yet  com¬ 
pleted  or  effected  an  integrated  school. 

This  is  based  on  the  legislative  history  of  the  title  VI  legislation.  *  ' 

Mr.  Andrews.  We  have  two  counties  in  Alabama  that  did  not 
comply.  Are  they  participating  in  the  school  fund  distribution  and 
were  they  given  the  funds  anyway? 

Mr.  Davis.  You  stated  they  would  not  comply? 

Mr.  Andrews.  They  did  not  comply  and  did  not  get  Federal  funds. 

Mr.  Davis.  To  my  knowledge  the  procedures  have  not  been  insti¬ 
tuted  as  yet  for  any  schools  in  Alabama  to  withhold  funds. 

Mr.  Andrews.  Do  you  plan  to  withhold  these  Federal  funds  in  case 
there  is  noncompliance? 

Mr.  Davis.  Yes,  sir;  this  would  be  provided  for  under  the  act  and 
we  would  conform  to  that  legislation. 

Mr.  Andrews.  In  other  words,  for  political  considerations  you 
would  leave  a  bunch  of  children  hungry  if  a  county  failed  to  inte¬ 
grate  properly? 

Mr.  Davis.  Speaking  for  the  Department  of  Agriculture,  we  would 
be  bound  to  carry  out  the  law  of  the  land. 


NATIONAL  SCHOOL  LUNCH  ACT 


9 


1# 


I# 


Mr.  Andrews.  Tell  me  something  about  the  pilot  program,  the 
breakfast  programs.  What  criteria  have  been  set  up  in  the  bill  for 
the  selection  of  these  particular  districts.  You  say  some  of  the  children 
were  coming  late  and  some  were  hungry  by  the  time  they  got  there. 
Others  left  home  hungry.  Others  took  a  long  time  to  get  there  even 
if  they  did  eat. 

So,  we  are  going  to  try  to  start  pilot  programs.  What  generally 
do  you  consider  to  be  the  merits  of  this  pilot  breakfast  program? 

Mr.  Davis.  First,  we  would  make  available  to  all  the  States,  on 
the  basis  of  the  formula  in  the  bill,  a  specific  amount  of  money  which 
would  be  available  to  them  to  start  pilot  programs.  The  selection 
of  the  individual  schools  woidd  be  a  State  matter.  They  would 
determine  which  schools  could  inaugurate  a  pilot  program. 

In  selecting  these  schools,  however,  they  woidd  be  bound  by  the 
criteria  as  stated  in  the  bill  itself.  It  would  be  a  school  where  most 
of  the  children  or  many  of  the  chddren  were  bused  long  distances. 
This  is  becoming  more  and  more  prevalent  in  rural  America  where,  in 
order  to  give  the  students  the  advantage  of  the  best  education  that 
we  can  provide,  it  is  necessary  to  bus  them  from  long  distances  to  a 
consolidated  high  school  or  grade  school  where  there  are  enough 
children  to  warrant  the  kind  of  educational  plant  it  would  take  to 
give  them  all  the  advantages  that  they  should  have. 

This  would  be  up  to  the  State  to  determine  whether  this  school  met 
that  requirement.  We  would  not  contemplate  drawing  any  specific 
rings  around  the  school  and  say,  if  the  children  came  25  miles,  they 
could  not  have  a  breakfast  program,  but,  if  they  came  26  miles, 
they  could  have  a  breakfast  program.  We  would  say  generally  that 
many  of  the  children  had  to  leave  home  because  of  the  busing  situation 
quite  early. 

On  the  other  group  where  it  is  not  necessarily  a  matter  of  when  they 
leave  home  but  the  fact  there  is  no  breakfast  at  home,  and  where 
they  come  from  very  poor  families,  this  would  be  determined  the  same 
way  that  these  schools  have  been  selected  under  our  section  11 
activities  this  past  year. 

This,  again,  is  left  up  to  the  State  to  determine  whether  this  is  a 
real  poor  school. 

Mr.  Andrews.  Mr.  Davis,  these  grants  without  moorings,  without 
guidelines,  without  specifics  on  where  this  money  is  going,  doesn’t  this 
leave  an  awful  lot  to  political  distribution  of  food  back  and  forth  across 
the  State,  or  does  it,  in  your  opinion? 

Mr.  Davis.  We  have  not  found  it  so  in  our  limited  experience  with 
the  special  assistance  program  this  past  year  under  section  11  of  the 
School  Lunch  Act. 

Mr.  Andrews.  That  is  hardly  a  good  question.  I  will  withdraw  it. 

In  your  last  paragraph  you  say  something  about  the  President  has 
indicated  he  will  offer  a  supplemental  appropriation  request  to  fund 
the  new  activities  if  they  are  approved  by  the  Congress.  The  Presi¬ 
dent  recommended  doing  away  with  the  school  milk  program  almost 
entirely  in  his  budget,  did  he  not? 

Mr.  Davis.  The  original  President’s  budget  request  did  call  for  a 
considerable  cut  in  those  funds,  yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Andrews.  What  did  his  budget  have  to  do  roughly  with  the 
school  lunch  program?  Did  it  cut  that  out  entirely? 
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Mr.  Davis.  No,  sir,  I  believe  the  cut  there  was  in  the  magnitude  of 
about  $19  million. 

Mr.  Andrews.  But  still  this  bill  goes  back  to  the  original  and  adds 
a  good  deal  to  it,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  even  while  talking  about  economy, 
the  President  has  promised  to  recommend  the  funding  of  these  things 
with  a  supplemental  appropriation? 

Mr.  Davis.  Yes,  sir,  and  he  has  said  this  will  be  over  and  above 
whatever  the  Congress  decides  should  be  the  level  of  appropriations 
for  the  present  school  lunch  and  special  milk  programs. 

In  earlier  testimony  on  this  legislation  the  Secretary  has  assured 
the  Congress  that  if  the  school  lunch  program  and  the  special  milk 
program  are  funded  fully,  the  administration  will  still  ask  for  a 
supplemental  appropriation  of  about  $42  million  to  fund  the  new' 
activities  that  are  covered  in  the  bill  before  the  committee. 

Mr.  Andrews.  In  other  words,  he  is  not  sticking  to  his  original 
budget.  It  was  just  a  posture  of  his  about  saving  money.  He  is 
willing  to  go  along  with  the  Congress  and  actually  make  the  recom¬ 
mendation  if  they  go  ahead  on  whatever  they  wish  to  vote  for  on 
this  program? 

Mr.  Davis.  I  believe  the  Secretary  stated  it  was  an  honest  effort 
to  make  budget  adjustments  in  many  different  areas  in  the  total 
Federal  Budget  to  bring  it  within  expected  revenues  in  view  of  the 
increased  expenditures  in  Vietnam.  However,  the  will  of  the  Congress 
is  being  exercised  and  it  looks  as  though,  from  the  appropriation 
bill  as  passed  both  in  the  House  and  the  Senate,  that  these  programs 
will  be  funded  adequately  and  certainly  we  will  accept  that  and  pro¬ 
ceed  accordingly. 

Mr.  Andrews.  You  have  said  the  President’s  reason  for  cutting 
was  on  account  of  the  Vietnam  war  and  the  interest  of  the  economy. 
He  recommended  some  hikes  on  the  Defense  program  and  neglected 
economy  and  everyone  approved.  But  was  feeding  hungry  children 
of  such  a  low  priority  that  he  would  practically  eliminate  it  from  the 
budget  in  order  to  save  for  Vietnam? 

Mr.  Davis.  It  was  in  the  process  of  making  adjustments  throughout 
the  Federal  budget  but  1  am  quite  sure  that  the  President  and  Secre¬ 
tary  will  wholeheartedly  carry  out  the  mandate  of  Congress  to  carry 
on  these  programs. 

Mr.  Andrews.  As  a  rule,  this  is  true,  sir. 

Mr.  Davis.  He  will  do  that  with  full  funding. 

Mr.  Andrews.  Carrying  out  the  mandates  of  Congress  is  one 
thing  but  sponsoring  a  supplemental  appropriation  on  an  item  pur¬ 
posely  deleted  from  the  budget  is  another  thing  which  to  me  is  a 
rather  ambidextrous  suggestion. 

There  was  a  suggestion  that  we  include  in  the  benefits  of  this  pro¬ 
gram  what  they  call  a  trust  territory,  which  are  a  number  of  islands 
outside  Hawaii — -trust  territories.  Are  you  acquainted  with  these 
territories  out  near  Hawaii  where  there  are  about  25,000  people? 

Mr.  Davis.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Andrews.  Don’t  you  think  in  this  program  to  introduce  the 
extension  of  this  program  to  those  people  and  other  programs  we  are 
sort  of  treading  on  State  Department  programs  and  we  ought  to 
consult  them  about  that  sort  of  thing  before  we  do  this?  What  do 
you  know  about  these  trust  territories? 

Mr.  Davis.  This  question  was  considered  by  the  Congress  and  it 
was  the  Congress  that  extended  the  programs  to  these  other  areas. 
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Mr.  Andrews.  You  think  it  is  a  congressional  prerogative,  you 
don’t  think  the  State  Department  would  have  anything  to  do  with 
that? 

Mr.  Davis.  I  am  sure  they  were  in  favor  of  it. 

Mr.  Andrews.  Thank  you,  very  much. 

Chairman  Pucinski.  One  question  was  raised  as  to  whether  the 
President  wanted  to  fight  the  Vietnam  war  at  the  expense  of  the 
hungry  children  of  America.  There  is  nothing  in  the  President’s 
recommendations  that  would  deny  this  program  to  the  hungry  chil¬ 
dren  of  America.  The  original  program  indicated  that  lunches  would 
be  provided  to  the  hungry  and  needy  poor.  This  is  just  an  attempt 
to  phase  out  those  communities  that  can  afford  to  pay  for  their  own 
resources,  is  it  not? 

Mr.  Davis.  That  is  exactly  correct,  Mr.  Chairman.  As  a  matter 
of  fact,  the  budget  request  provided  for  an  increase  of  funds  for  needy 
children  under  the  School  Lunch  Act  and  there  Avas  express  provision 
for  needy  children  in  the  recommended  level  for  the  special  milk 
program. 

Chairman  Pucinski.  Thank  you,  sir.  I  did  not  agree  Avith  the 
President  Avhen  he  made  the  recommendation  of  reducing  this  pro¬ 
gram  only  to  the  very  needy.  I  think  this  program  has  Avorked  Avell 
in  all  the  schools  of  the  country. 

I  Avant  the  record  to  sIioav  here  that  at  no  time  did  the  President 
propose  to  reduce  the  leA^el  of  aid  to  the  needy  children  of  America 
through  this  program  in  order  to  finance  the  war  in  Vietnam. 

Mr.  Andreavs.  That  Avas  not  specifically  spelled  out.  The  pro¬ 
posal  was  not  specifically  spelled  out.  Since  this  Avas  an  allotment 
to  poor  districts  Ave  have  to  count  the  fact  that  the  Elementary  and 
Secondary  Education  Act  is  pouring  money  into  the  Nation  that 
could  Avin  the  war  that  is  going  on. 

Chairman  Pucinski.  The  gentleman  asked  the  question,  if  I 
understood  correctly,  of  Mr.  DaATis  as  to  whether  or  not  the  President 
was  trying  to  finance  the  Vietnam  Avar  at  the  expense  of  hungry 
children.  Mr.  Davis  responded  that,  on  the  contrary,  the  President 
in  his  original  proposal  requested  that  we  increase  aid  to  needy  chil¬ 
dren  but  eliminate  or  phase  it  out  in  those  communities  in  the  country 
that  can  pay  for  their  own  resources. 

Mr.  Scheuer.  Would  that  be  a  community  like  Montgomery 
County? 

Chairman  Pucinski.  I  would  assume  so  unless  there  are  pockets  of 
needy  children  in  Montgomery  County.  I  know  there  are  pockets 
of  needy  children,  because  Ave  are  expending  title  I  money  in  Mont¬ 
gomery  County  as  well  as  in  other  parts  of  the  country. 

It  is  an  illusion  to  think  there  are  no  poor  people  in  Montgomery 
County.  If  there  are  poor  people,  under  the  President’s  proposal 
those  people  would  actually  get  more  improved  service. 

Mr.  Davis.  That  is  right. 

Chairman  Pucinski.  We  would  have  improved  the  leA'el  of  assist¬ 
ance  to  those  needy  children  under  the  President’s  proposal? 

Mr.  Davis.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Foreman.  Could  you  outline  the  major  differences  between  the 
original  administration  proposal,  the  so-called  Child  Nutrition  Act 
of  1966,  and  the  bill  before  us  at  this  time? 

Mr.  Davis.  The  only  major  substantWe  difference  is  in  the  deletion 
of  what  Mr.  Scheuer  referred  to — title  IV  of  our  original  Child  Nutri- 
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tion  Act.  This  would  have  provided  for  Federal  assistance  to  lunch 
programs  outside  the  school  by  private  organizations  not  connected 
with  the  school  system.  This  bill  would  limit  our  programs  to  those 
that  are  operated  by  the  schools.  That,  other  than  some  drafting 
differences,  technical  differences,  I  believe,  is  the  only  major  difference. 

Mr.  Foreman.  How  much  money  was  expended  in  fiscal  1965  and 
1966  on  the  School  Lunch  Act? 

Mr.  Davis.  In  1966  the  total  budget — the  actual  expenditures  will 
come  very  close  to  the  total  appropriation — was  $202  million.  This 
figure  included  not  only  the  direct  appropriations  but  the  provision 
for  transferring  $45  million  from  section  32  for  the  purposes  of  the 
national  school  lunch  program  but  for  all  practical  purposes  the 
appropriation  was  $202  million. 

My  recollection  is  that  in  1965  this  was  about  $190  million. 

Mr.  Foreman.  How  much  was  appropriated  for  the  special  milk 
program? 

Mr.  Davis.  In  1966  the  Congress  appropriated  $103  million  for 
that  program.  In  1965  it  was  also  $103  million. 

Mr.  Foreman.  How  much  money  is  the  House  presently  appro¬ 
priating  for  the  lunch  program  for  fiscal  1967? 

Mr.  Davis.  $202  million,  the  same  figure  as  we  had  in  1966. 

Mr.  Foreman.  Does  that  include  the  transfer  of  funds  from  section 
32? 

Mr.  Davis.  Yes. 

Mr.  Foreman.  How  much  has  been  appropriated  for  the  milk 
program? 

Mr.  Davis.  $103  million,  the  same  as  in  1966. 

Mr.  Foreman.  What  proportion  of  the  lunches  in  the  school 
programs  are  given  free  or  at  reduced  prices? 

Mr.  Davis.  Under  the  regular  program,  about  10  percent. 

Mr.  Foreman.  How  do  you  determine  which  children  get  a  free  or 
reduced-cost  lunch? 

Mr.  Davis.  As  provided  in  the  act,  this  determination  is  made  by 
the  local  school  authorities  and  generally  it  is  done  by  the  knowledge 
of  the  local  school  nurse,  the  schoolteacher,  and  the  school  principal. 

In  some  instances  they  do  require  some  information  from  the  families 
themselves  as  to  their  status.  In  others,  they  seek  the  advice  and 
assistance  of  the  local  welfare  offices,  but  this  is  strictly  a  local  school 
determination. 

Mr.  Foreman.  Is  it  done  on  a  confidential  basis  so  other  children 
do  not  know  which  children  are  receiving  free  or  reduced-cost  lunches? 

Mr.  Davis.  Yes,  sir.  There  is  a  provision  in  the  act  which  requires 
that  there  be  no  discrimination  or  no  identification  of  the  children 
receiving  free  or  reduced-price  lunches. 

The  schools  have  developed  many  ingenious  ways  of  doing  this. 
To  the  best  of  our  knowledge  they  have  been  quite  successful  in  not 
identifying  those  children  who  are  getting  free  meals. 

Mr.  Scheuer.  Would  you  say  from  the  practical  point  of  view 
whether  or  not  the  schools  have  identified  those  kids?  Are  the  other 
students  able  to  identify  those  kids?  In  other  words,  as  a  factor  in 
today’s  school  population,  do  the  school  kids  pretty  well  know  which 
of  their  companions  are  getting  free  or  reduced-price  lunches,  whatever 
the  source  of  their  information  may  be? 

Mr.  Davis.  In  our  reviewing  of  the  school  operations,  which  we  do 
on  a  spot  check  basis  as  we  review  the  State  administration  of  the 
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program,  we  have  been  very  sensitive  to  this  question.  To  t he  best 
of  my  knowledge,  we  have  found  no  widespread  situation  such  as  you 
were  questioning.  The  other  students  do  not  know  in  most  cases. 

There,  of  course,  we  have  no  figures  or  anything  like  that,  but  to 
the  best  of  our  knowledge  the  local  school  people  have  been  able  to 
handle  this  quite  satisfactorily. 

Mr.  Scheuer.  What  is  the  total  amount  of  revenue  which  the 
paying  students  pay,  whether  they  receive  the  meals  gratis  or  by  some 
kind  of  partial  payment  in  relation  to  the  total  program? 

Mr.  Davis.  Perhaps  the  simplest  way  of  answering  that  would  be 
on  the  basis  of  the  cost  of  the  individual  meal.  These  figures  are 
based  on  national  averages.  The  meal  is  presently  costing  a  little 
over  50  cents  on  a  national  average.  Out  of  this  the  children  or 
parents  of  the  children  are  paying  a  little  more  than  27  cents,  a  little 
better  than  half  of  the  total  cost  in  meals.  The  Federal  assistance 
has  been  running  around  12  cents  and  the  State  and  local  assistance 
through  supplying  labor,  through  public  funding,  has  accounted  for 
the  other  1 1  cents  out  of  the  50. 

Mr.  Foreman.  When  you  refer  to  reduced-cost  lunches,  do  you 
mean  reduced  in  comparison  to  other  children  paying  the  full  price? 

Mr.  Davis.  Right. 

Mr.  Scheuer.  The  ones  paying  full  cost  are  subsidized? 

Mr.  Davis.  Right. 

Mr.  Scheuer.  The  most  they  pay  is  27  cents? 

Mr.  Davis.  That  is  right. 

Mr.  Scheuer.  There  are  four  levels  of  payment;  actual  cost  is 
roughly  50  cents,  then  the  maximum  a  child  pays  at  full  cost  is  about 
27  cents,  then  partial  reduced  cost,  and  finally  the  children  that 
receive  it  for  free. 

Mr.  Davis.  That  is  right. 

Mr.  Scheuer.  If  you  take  the  total  number  of  lunches  multiplied 
by  50  cents  and  total  dollars  paid  by  the  kids  who  pay  something, 
what  is  the  relationship  between  those  two?  By  going  through  this 
elaborate  mechanism  of  partial  payment,  how  much  of  the  total  cost 
of  the  program  is  saved? 

Mr.  Davis.  The  total  program,  total  cost  to  everyone  is  running 
about  $114  billion  a  year.  Out  of  that  the  Federal  assistance,  the 
$202  million  appropriated  money,  plus  about  $125  million,  the  value  of 
the  surplus  commodities  donated  to  them,  represents  the  Federal 
contribution. 

Based  on  1966  figures,  the  total  Federal  contribution,  not  counting 
the  special  milk  program,  just  the  school  lunch,  was  as  I  just  said 
approximately  $202  million  plus  $125  million  worth  of  donated  com¬ 
modities. 

The  local  contributions,  State  and  local  contributions,  were  about 
$325  million,  the  payments  by  children  were  $835  million  and,  if  I 
have  given  you  all  of  the  figures,  this  adds  up  to  better  than  a  billion 
and  one-half  dollars. 

Mr.  Scheuer.  So  the  kids  pay  a  little  over  half  and  the  Federal, 
State,  and  local  governments  pay  a  little  less  than  half — about  45  or 
50  percent? 

Air.  Davis.  Yes,  sir. 

Chairman  Pucinski.  The  question  has  frequently  been  raised  as 
to  what  would  happen  if  we  made  the  lunch  program  completely  free 
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to  all  children,  \7ould  this  require  the  Federal  and  State  Govern¬ 
ments  to  come  up  with  an  additional  $835  million? 

Mr.  Davis.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Andrews.  May  I  add  you  still  leave  out  9  million  not  covered 
at  all  now,  9  million  children? 

Mr.  Davis.  Yes,  sir,  there  would  still  be  9  million  children  not 
getting  it. 

Mr.  Andrews.  How  many  do  you  anticipate  in  the  program? 

Mr.  Davis.  Currently  18  million. 

Mr.  Andrews.  A  third  less,  you  would  be  talking  about  22  million 
instead  of  everybody.  Would  you  look  favorably  on  this  sort  of 
thing? 

Mr.  Davis.  No,  sir,  we  feel  in  all  of  these  programs  that  where  the 
parents  can  afford  to  pay  part  or  all  of  the  cost  of  these  lunches  that 
they  should.  We  feel  however  that  to  provide  and  to  insure  the 
existence  of  a  lunch  program  for  all  of  the  children,  that  it  would 
continue  to  require  some  Federal  subsidy  but  we  feel  that  under  the 
present  program  that  it  is  proper  for  the  children  to  be  paying  the 
27  cents  out  of  the  50  cents  where  they  can. 

The  part  we  are  concerned  about  is  that  there  are  many  children 
who,  one,  don’t  have  a  lunch  program  available  to  them,  or  two, 
still  are  not  able  to  get  a  lunch  because  they  can’t  afford  to  pay  for  it. 
This  is  what  we  would  like  to  add  to,  through  section  11  primarily, 
but  with  some  assistance  through  the  proposed  section  that  would 
provide  money  for  equipment  in  those  schools  that  cannot  afford  it. 

Mr.  Scheuer.  As  an  educational  matter  and  as  a  fiscal  matter 
what  is  the  logical  distinction  between  the  food  a  child  consumes  and 
the  chalk,  the  crayons,  the  schoolbooks  and  other  implements  of 
education  that  he  consumes? 

Chairman  Pucinski.  And  teacher  salaries? 

Mr.  Scheuer.  No,  I  am  not  talking  of  teacher  salaries,  but  the 
things  a  child  consumes  during  a  school  day,  and  the  total  part  of  his 
well-being  for  his  education.  If  it  is  logical  to  say  to  a  child  who  can 
afford  it  that  he  can  pay  for  the  soup,  why  is  it  not  proper  to  say  to 
that  child  over  the  course  of  a  week,  month  or  year,  “You  are  going  to 
use  so  many  dollars  worth  of  paper,  crayons  and  chalk,  wood  in  shop, 
and  letters  in  crafts.  We  think  you  should  pay  for  that.” 

Chairman  Pucinski.  If  my  colleagues  will  yield,  we  do  that.  In 
many  instances  youngsters  do  pay  for  letter  crafts  and  wood,  metal, 
crayons  and  various  other  things. 

Dr.  Matthew.  Not  generally  anymore. 

Mr.  Scheuer.  Did  that  use  to  be  the  practice? 

Dr.  Matthew.  Yes,  but  since  the  1940’s  this  is  an  integral  part  of 
the  equipment  of  a  school. 

Mr.  Scheuer.  I  am  talking  of  material  a  child  consumes. 

Dr.  Matthew.  That  is  right.  As  far  as  supplies  are  concerned, 
children  are  usually  expected  to  get  them  from  the  school.  If  they  are 
not  supplied,  often  the  curriculum  just  does  not  offer  the  work  rather 
than  have  the  children  buy  the  materials. 

Mr.  Scheuer.  I  want  to  know  is  there  any  logical  relationship 
between  what  a  child  consumes  in  shop,  paper,  letter  and  so  forth 
and  what  he  consumes  during  that  1  hour  when  he  is  eating? 

Mr.  Davis.  I  would  say  ultimately  the  Congressman  is  quite  right, 
there  is  no  difference. 
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Mr.  Scheuer.  Would  you  say  there  is  no  logical  difference? 

Mr.  Davis.  I  think  we  would  have  to  agree  with  that.  However, 
under  the  structure  of  this  program  now,  and  in  the  foreseeable 
future,  it  has  grown  in  community  support.  This  community  support 
has  been  important  to  its  success  and  the  contributions  of  the  children, 
or  the  parents  of  the  children  have  put  it  on  a  quite  different  basis 
than  if  they  were  free. 

Mr.  Scheuer.  Would  you  elaborate  on  that?  Is  there  any  edu¬ 
cational  purpose  or  character-building  purpose  served  by  the  kids 
paying  for  all  or  part  of  his  lunch? 

Mr.  Davis.  Generally,  I  think  the  public  acceptance  or  the  public 
attitude  would  be  that  the  lunches  were  different  from  the  strictly 
academic  supplies  in  the  school,  the  textbooks  and  so  on.  This  is 
something  they  would  normally  pay  for  if  the  cliildren  went  home  for 
lunch,  or  if  they  had  lunch  at  the  corner  drugstore.  Instead  of  doing 
that,  they  pay  for  the  lunch  in  school. 

Chairman  Pucinski.  As  long  as  you  are  on  that  subject,  Mr.  Davis, 
do  you  have  any  figures  on  what  percentage  of  the  school  population, 
where  lunches  are  available  and  the  school  actually  participates  in 
the  program,  goes  off  and  buys  a  hotdog  and  coke  at  the  neighborhood 
hotdog  stand;  as  a  good  percentage  of  them  do?  Do  you  have  a 
breakdown  of  that  figure? 

Mr.  Davis.  We  have  no  figures  on  where  or  how  the  children  eat 
that  do  not  participate  in  the  lunch  program.  Half  of  the  children  are 
participating  in  the  schools  where  the  program  is  available.  In  other 
words,  the  program  is  available  in  the  schools  that  serve  about  three- 
fourths  of  the  total  school  enrollments.  About  half  of  that  three- 
forths  are  currently  participating  in  the  lunch  program. 

We  have  to  remember  several  other  things.  There  are  a  number  of 
schools  that  serve  lunches  that  do  not  participate  in  the  national 
school  lunch  program,  in  some  of  our  very  large  cities  you  find  this  is 
true. 

Chairman  Pucinski.  Why  is  that?  Why  don’t  they  participate? 

Mr.  Davis.  They  have  various  reasons  for  it.  In  some  cases  they 
do  not  want  to  meet  the  requirements  of  the  Federal  program  for 
type  A  meals.  They  serve  cheaper  meals  by  running  the  lunch  pro¬ 
gram  outside  the  national  school  lunch  program.  They  can  have 
a  strictly  ala  carte  or  even  a  profitmaking  proposition  out  of  it.  They 
can  charge  more. 

Chairman  Pucinski.  The  18  million  youngsters  you  gave  us  earlier 
that  now  participate  in  the  lunchroom  program,  what  does  that  figure 
represent?  Is  that  a  figure  of  the  number  of  children  enrolled  in  the 
schools  that  you  are  supplying,  or  is  this  actually  the  number  of  meals 
that  are  being  served  daily?  How  did  you  arrive  at  this  18  million 
figure? 

Mr.  Davis.  This  is  a  derived  figure.  It  is  based  on  peak  participa¬ 
tion,  number  of  meals  served  during  a  peak  month.  Actually,  there 
are  many  more  than  the  18  million  who  eat  a  lunch  under  this  pro¬ 
gram  at  one  time  or  another  during  the  week  or  during  the  school 
year  but  the  18  million  is  a  peak  number  of  children  that  are  participat¬ 
ing  at  any  given  time. 

Chairman  Pucinski.  It  is  safe  to  assume  that  half  the  school 
oopulation  participates  in  the  cafeteria  lunch  program  and  the  other 
lalf,  if  I  understood  your  statement  correctly,  either  do  not  eat 
unch  or  eat  some  place  else. 
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Mr.  Davis.  Many  bring  a  bag  lunch  from  home. 

Chairman  Pucinski.  Then  we  have  reason  to  believe  that  actually 
the  figure  of  potential  lunchroom  customers  in  America  is  some¬ 
where  in  the  vicinity  of  35  or  56  million,  which  is  the  population  of 
our  public  school  enrollment  in  this  country,  elementary  and  secondary. 

Mr.  Davis.  These  figures  include  both  public,  private  and  paro¬ 
chial  schools.  I  believe  the  total  figure  at  this  time,  total  enrollment 
in  schools,  is  somewhere  around  40  or  42  million. 

Chairman  Pucinski.  Public  schools  are  around  35  or  36  million, 
parochial  and  private  schools  are  around  7  million. 

Mr.  Davis.  I  would  say  with  the  full  program  that  there  would,  of 
course,  always  be  a  number  of  children  who  go  home  to  lunch.  There 
might  be  some  children  who  don’t  prefer  to  eat  the  lunch  and  would 
bring  a  bag  lunch.  In  those  schools  who  permit  it  there  are  a  certain 
number  that  want  to  get  out  and  get  down  to  the  corner  drugstores. 

There  lies  your  educational  problem  which  is  part  of  this  program, 
trying  to  teach  them  to  eat  nutritious  meals,  but  I  would  say  there  is 
an  appreciable  percentage  who  would  not  participate. 

Chairman  Pucinski.  In  this  dialog  and  all  of  the  figures  we  are 
discussing,  assuming  we  reach  the  point  where  we  would  make  avail¬ 
able  a  hot  lunch  program  to  every  youngster  that  wanted  it  free,  just 
as  we  now  provide  his  materials  and  books,  we  would  need  a  3-plus 
billion  dollar  outlay  of  funds  to  make  this  program  possible  to  all  the 
potential  youngsters  in  the  schools  who  might  want  to  participate. 

Is  that  a  fair  estimate? 

Mr.  Davis.  1  would  think  so. 

Mr.  Scheuer.  How  many  of  the  kids  eligible  for  free  lunches  from 
poverty  families  don’t  avail  themselves  of  that? 

Mr.  Davis.  I  have  no  figures  on  that,  Congressman,  but  T  am  sure 
that  it  is  a  fairly  small  percentage. 

Mr.  Scheuer.  We  have  heard  that  there  is  a  sizable  group  of  the 
children  either  entitled  to  free  lunches  or  lunches  at  reduced  prices 
who  do  not  take  advantage  of  that,  but  go  to  the  corner  drugstore  and 
get  a  bottle  of  coke  and  potato  chips  because  they  don’t  want  to  be 
clouded  by  that  stigma.  If  you  don’t  have  that  information,  I  think 
it  would  be  very  interesting  for  us  if  you  could  get  it  for  us,  if  you 
could  have  some  kind  of  survey  made  to  see  the  percentage  of  kids 
eligible  for  either  the  free  lunch  or  reduced  lunch  that  don’t  take 
advantage  of  it  and  possibly  why. 

Chairman  Pucinski.  I  would  like  to  concur  in  that.  I  do  think  that 
that  is  one  of  the  problems  you  have  in  this  hot  lunch  program,  par¬ 
ticularly  with  the  youngster  who  comes  from  a  poor  family  and 
getting  a  free  lunch  is  the  identity.  I  respect  the  efforts  you  have 
made  and  schools  have  made  in  overcoming  this  problem,  but  in  my 
own  study  of  the  District  schools,  we  went  into  cafeterias  in  the 
schools  here  and  we  found  that  in  one  school  in  particular  the  only 
youngsters  who  were  eating  in  that  cafeteria  were  the  youngsters  who 
were  getting  their  lunch  for  free  and  a  vast  segment  of  those  youngsters 
never  showed  up. 

The  chef  made  up,  if  I  recall  correctly,  320  lunches  for  that  day 
because  that  was  the  number  of  children  that  she  knew  were  entitled 
to  a  free  lunch.  Of  the  320  entitled  to  the  free  lunch,  only  half 
showed  up  to  get  the  lunch. 
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The  other  half  did  not  show  up  for  various  reasons.  The  most 
obvious  reason  to  me  was  that  this  youngster,  even  though  he  is  poor 
and  proud,  he  did  not  want  to  be  singled  out. 

I  do  feel  that  some  consideration  should  be  given  to  establishing  a 
more  effective  way  of  distributing  these  lunches  without  drawing  a 
distinction.  Perhaps  one  way  might  be  to  have  the  front  office  sell 
the  tickets  instead  of  the  cashier  at  the  counter  in  the  cafeteria.  By 
this  method,  a  youngster  coidd  go  to  the  office  anytime  during  his 
free  period  and  buy  one  ticket  or  enough  tickets  to  take  care  of  a 
whole  week,  so  that  when  they  come  to  the  counter  there  will  be  no 
distinction  as  to  whether  they  got  the  ticket  for  a  free  meal  or  in  the 
office  for  cash.  So,  there  is  a  separation  of  the  actual  transaction 
of  cash. 

I  think  this  is  a  serious  problem.  I  think  anyone  who  has  had 
experience  in  poverty  communities  will  find  there  are  many  proud 
youngsters  in  those  communities  who  do  not  like  to  be  identified  as 
being  poverty  stricken.  I  think  this  is  a  point  we  should  look  into. 

I  think  the  program  would  reach  more  youngsters,  and  that  is  the 
purpose  of  this  whole  program.  I  find  no  conciliation  in  a  dietitian 
preparing  320  meals  at  a  school  here  in  Washington  and  then  seeing 
half  those  meals  go  down  the  drain. 

We  are  really  defeating  the  program  and  defeating  the  good  will  of 
the  American  people  willing  to  pay  for  these  programs  as  long  as  they 
are  effective. 

Mr.  Davis.  We  recognize  there  are  several  problems  in  the  opera¬ 
tion  of  the  District  of  Columbia  program  for  poor  children.  I  would 
point  out,  however,  that  this  is  certainly  not  typieal  and  that  many, 
many  schools  are  using  exactly  the  method  that  the  chairman  just 
outlined  of  selling  coupons  to  all  of  the  children  and  those  who  don’t 
pay  for  those  coupons  are  not  recognized.  Everyone  has  a  coupon 
when  they  go  to  the  cashier. 

The  plan  of  feeding  free  meals  to  children  in  some  other  location, 
and  only  those  children  go  to  that  location,  that  is  not  in  line  with 
the  purposes  of  the  program  or  the  policy.  We  do  have  some  prob¬ 
lems  here  in  the  District  where  we  had  to  face  up  to  what  could  be 
done  and  doing  what  could  be  done  right  away  and  hoping  that  we 
could  improve  the  situation. 

Chairman  Pucinski.  Are  there  any  further  questions? 

Mr.  Scheuer.  I  would  like  to  ask  specifically  if  you  would  be 
willing  to  make  a  survey  of  the  kind  I  mentioned  to  find  out  the  three 
classes  of  children:  children  paying  the  full  27-cent.  price,  children 
paying  a  reduced  price,  and  children  paying  nothing;  determine  those 
who  avail  themselves  of  the  subsidized  program  at  whatever  level 
they  participate  and,  by  some  kind  of  informal  interviews,  determine 
the  categories  and  why  those  who  do  not  participate  don’t  participate. 

Mr.  Davis.  We  will  be  happy  to  explore  this  and  develop  some  sort 
of  survey  or  study  that  will  give  us  some  indication  along  that  line. 

Chairman  Pucinski.  Counsel? 

Mr.  Foreman.  $2  million  was  appropriated  for  section  11  in  fiscal 
1966;  is  that  correct? 

Mr.  Davis.  Yes. 

Mr.  Foreman.  How  much  was  voted  to  be  appropriated  for  1967  by 
the  House? 

Mr.  Davis.  The  same  amount  was  appropriated. 
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Mr.  Foreman.  How  much  has  the  other  body  voted  to  appropriate? 

Mr.  Davis.  The  other  body  passed  the  agriculture  bill  last  Friday 
for  $4 %  million. 

Mr.  Foreman.  How  much  did  you  request? 

Mr.  Davis.  $6 %  million,  which  was  an  increase  for  1967  of  $4% 
million  in  the  present  budget. 

Mr.  Foreman.  There  was  a  4-year  delay  before  receiving  any 
appropriation  under  section  11? 

Mr.  Davis.  Yes;  that  is  correct.  We  asked  for  an  appropriation 
each  year  since  section  11  was  passed  but  last  year  was  the  first  year 
we  got  the  Congress  to  appropriate  any  money  for  it. 

Mr.  Foreman.  When  you  finally  received  it,  it  was  less  than 
requested,  wasn’t  it? 

Mr.  Davis.  Yes. 

Mr.  Foreman.  How  much  do  you  plan  to  ask  for  the  non-food- 
assistance  program  if  the  bill  is  adopted? 

Mr.  Davis.  We  contemplate  asking  for  a  total  appropriation  of 
$42  million  for  the  purpose  of  this  act.  Out  of  that  it  was  con¬ 
templated  that  12  million  would  be  requested  for  nonfood  assistance. 

Mr.  Foreman.  The  bill  we  are  presently  considering,  S.  3467,  is  an 
amendment  to  the  National  School  Lunch  Act;  is  that  right? 

Mr.  Davis.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  Foreman.  Do  you  fully  support  it  as  an  amendment  to  the 
National  School  Lunch  Act? 

Mr.  Davis.  Yes. 

Mr.  Foreman.  The  title  of  the  act,  as  amended,  will  be  “The 
National  School  Lunch  Act,”  won’t  it? 

Mr.  Davis.  Yes. 

Chairman  Pucinski.  I  have  two  quick  questions.  No.  1,  you  are 
going  to  start  running  into  some  problems,  as  I  see  it,  because  the 
Secretary  has  indicated  that  our  surplus  commodities  are  going  down 
at  a  rather  rapid  rate.  Could  you  give  us  any  idea  what  the  future 
relationship  is  between  this  program  and  your  projections  on  surplus 
commodities,  or  is  there  no  threat  to  this  program? 

Mr.  Davis.  To  answer  that  fully  I  would  have  to  step  out  of 
bounds,  I  am  afraid,  in  trying  to  forecast  what  is  going  to  happen  to 
our  production  and  marketing  of  farm  products  over  a  period  of  time. 
I  could  say  this,  however,  that  we  estimate  that  the  level  of  surplus 
commodities  available  to  the  schools  for  this  current  1967  fiscal  year 
will  be  about  the  same  as  it  was  last  year,  roughly  $125  million. 

Chairman  Pucinski.  Do  you  anticipate  that  during  the  lifetime  of 
this  amendment  you  may  have  to  adjust  your  figure?  You  told  us 
that  you  were  presently  receiving  $202  million  a  year  of  appropriated 
funds  and  about  $125  million  in  value  of  surplus  foods.  Do  you 
anticipate  that  during  the  lifetime  of  this  act  the  ratio  might  change 
with  the  depletion  of  our  surplus  stocks? 

Mr.  Davis.  I  don’t  believe  I  would  be  prepared  to  answer  that. 

Chairman  Pucinski.  No.  2,  I  don’t  know  whether  you  are  in  a 
position  to  answer  this — no,  I  won’t  ask  it. 

Mr.  Radcliffe,  do  you  have  a  question? 

Mr.  Radcliffe.  Yes.  On  the  present  level  of  support,  I  have 
heard  school  administrators  say  if  you  raise  the  price  of  a  meal  as 
little  as  5  cents,  there  is  substantial  reduction  in  the  number  of  children 
participating.  Has  that  been  your  experience? 
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Mr.  D  avis.  Yes,  sir.  The  price  does  directly  influence  participa¬ 
tion. 

Mr.  Radcliffe.  One  other  thing  on  the  level  of  support,  there  is 
nothing  in  the  act,  is  there,  to  set  any  maximum  on  the  level  of 
State  and  local  support  of  the  lunch  program? 

Mr.  Davis.  No,  sir,  and  some  States  have  been  notable  in  the 
amount  of  support  they  have  given  this  program  out  of  State  and 
local  funds. 

Mr.  Radcliffe.  So  the  price  of  the  child  could  vary  from  State  to 
State? 

Mr.  Davis.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  Radcliffe.  If,  for  example,  New  York  State  chose  to  provide 
free  lunches  for  all  children,  they  could  do  so  under  this  act,  couldn’t 
they? 

Mr.  Davis.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  Foreman.  1  have  an  amendment  before  me  to  include  the 
Trust  Territories  of  the  Pacific  Islands  in  this  program.  I  would 
like  to  submit  this  to  you  and  have  you  reply  to  it  technically  as 
quickly  as  you  can. 

Mr.  D  avis.  All  right. 

Mr.  Scheuer.  If  you  raise  the  price  5  cents  and  then  find  you  have 
a  considerable  dropoff  in  the  number  of  kids  that  can  supposedly 
pay  the  reduced  price,  then,  conversely,  if  you  decreased  the  price, 
woidd  you  have  a  sharp  increase  in  kids  who  could  afford  it  at  the 
present  time  but  do  not  take  advantage  of  it? 

Mr.  Davis.  Yes;  that  would  be  true. 

Mr.  Scheuer.  Wouldn’t  you  say  from  a  practical  point  of  view 
you  are  not  achieving  your  goal  by  providing  a  maximum  price  to 
these  kids  and  saying  that  these  kids,  by  a  subjective  standard  of  yours, 
can  afford  to  pay  the  full  27  cents?  The  cold-hearted  fact  of  the 
matter  is  that  they  don’t  want  to  pay  the  27  cents.  Where  price  is 
the  determining  factor  you  could  reduce  it  5  cents  and  there  would 
be  a  vast  increase  and  rush  to  take  advantage  of  it  at  the  reduced 
price.  Wouldn’t  the  conclusion  be  that  we  are  not  really  possessed 
of  total  or  divine  knowledge  of  just  what  the  purchasing  power  of 
these  kids  is  so  that  we  can  set  a  price  for  a  kid  based  on  what  we  know 
of  his  family’s  background  and  income  and  say  that  his  family  can 
afford  to  buy  the  lunch?  Wouldn’t  you  say  there  is  something  wrong 
with  the  geometric  consumption  of  these  meals  when  you  change  the 
price  by  as  little  as  a  nickle? 

Mr.  Davis.  I  didn’t  mean  to  imply  by  any  of  my  answers  that  there 
was  a  tremendous  dropoff  for  each  5  cents  in  price.  The  price  does 
affect  participation. 

Mr.  Scheuer.  Participation  by  kids  you  have  already  adjudged 
able  to  afford  that  price;  is  that  right? 

Mr.  Davis.  That  is  right.  You  would  have  to  qualify  that  to  this 
extent,  however,  that  every  time  you  increase  the  price  by  5  cents 
jmu  could  be  pricing  out  some  children  who  could  afford  the  27  cents 
but  when  it  gets  to  be  30  to  35  cents,  they  can  no  longer  afford  it. 
You  have  a  certain  pricing  out  on  that  basis. 

Mr.  Scheuer.  But  isn’t  there  a  corollary  of  that?  You  have  set 
the  price  at  27  cents  and  many  of  the  children  who  are  not  opting  for 
it  at  27  will  opt  for  it  at  22  cents;  is  that  correct? 
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Mr.  Davis.  That  would  be  correct.  I  might  say  in  passing,  I 
am  sure  it  was  a  slip  of  the  tongue.  We  do  not  set  the  price  of  the 
lunch. 

Mr.  Scheuer.  I  understand. 

Mr.  Davis.  We  give  the  local  school  a  certain  level  of  assistance 
and  then  it  is  up  to  them  to  figure  out  what  they  can  afford  and  how 
cheaply  they  can  sell  the  meal  to  the  school,  how  much  the  local 
authorities  want  to  put  into  the  program  to  pay  for  free  meals,  how 
much  they  try  to  charge  the  paying  children  to  offset  the  free  meals 
they  serve. 

All  of  this  is  a  local  financial  adjustment  and  development  and  they 
determine  what  they  can  do. 

What  we  do  insist  on,  however,  is  that  the  program  must  be  non¬ 
profit.  They  cannot  take  any  money  out  of  the  school  lunch  account 
and  use  it  for  other  school  activities.  If  they  show  somewhat  of  a 
profit,  they  have  only  one  recourse,  to  reduce  the  price  of  the  lunch  to 
the  children  or  supply  more  free  lunches  to  those  who  cannot  afford 
to  pay. 

Mr.  Scheuer.  But  the  point  that  emerges  to  me  is  we  simply  don’t 
know  enough  about  what  motivates  the  parents  or  the  kids  to  make  or 
not  make  this  expenditure. 

I  am  assuming  we  know  very  well  they  have  the  capability  to  make 
the  expenditure  when  we  arbitrarily  set  a  figure  of  27  cents  and  deter¬ 
mine  that  a  group  of  several  hundred  kids  can,  by  any  objective  stand¬ 
ard,  afford  that  27  cents.  The  fact  they  don’t  avail  themselves  of  it 
but  a  number  would  at  22  cents  indicates  to  me  that  just  setting  an 
objective  price-cost  determinant  for  any  economic  group  and  to 
assume  that  that  will  maximize  the  participation  of  those  who  can 
afford  it  at  that  price  is  just  something  we  don’t  know  enough  to  do. 
And  the  existence  of  such  a  scheme  really  frustrates  the  participation 
of  many  kids  who  ought  to  be  in  the  program  but  who  are  not. 

Chairman  Pucinski.  If  my  colleague  will  yield,  I  am  not  sure  I 
can  agree  with  that  premise.  Mr.  Davis  has  already  testified  that 
any  youngster  who  cannot  afford  to  participate  in  this  program 
within  his  own  resources,  the  program  will  be  made  available  to  him 
at  reduced  prices  or  no  price. 

Air.  Scheuer.  Why  is  it  that  if  you  reduce  the  price  from  27  to  22 
cents  a  great  many  more  kids  would  participate? 

Chairman  Pucinski.  I  don’t  recall  that  this  is  so  or  that  Mr.  Davis 
so  testified. 

Mr.  Davis.  To  a  certain  extent  only. 

Chairman  Pucinski.  I  would  like  to  have  the  figures.  There  is  a 
certain  percentage  of  children  that  will  not  participate  in  this  program 
because  of  its  structure.  We  have  said  that  in  the  Washington  schools 
they  should  make  the  cafeteria  a  more  interesting  and  exciting  place. 
After  all,  millions  of  American  businessmen,  secretaries,  and  Con¬ 
gressmen  find  the  lunch  hour  one  of  the  most  stimulating  periods  of 
the  day  when  they  go  out  with  their  colleagues.  Over  the  lunch 
table  they  contract  business,  exchange  ideas,  and  many  other  things. 

It  seems  to  me  that  we  should  not  only  try  to  manipulate  the  cost 
of  the  meal  but  make  the  whole  atmosphere  and  experience  of  lunch 
an  adult,  interesting,  exciting,  and  informative  experience.  When 
you  do  that,  I  would  like  to  see  a  jukebox  in  lunchroom  cafeterias. 
I  would  like  to  see  a  portion  of  the  floor  used  for  dancing.  If  the 
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children  want  to  dance  during  the  lunch  hour,  that  is  all  right  with 
me. 

If  the  service  is  provided  to  participate  in  the  balanced  meal  by  the 
Federal,  State,  and  local  governments,  and  the  people  are  willing  to 
pay  for  it,  then  to  insure  participation  by  the  youngsters,  we  should 
be  willing  to  make  the  lunch  hour  a  more  exciting  and  interesting 
period. 

I  think  if  they  would  concentrate  in  that  direction,  the  27-  or  22- 
cent  level  would  really  not  be  the  reason  for  bringing  them  back. 

Mr.  Scheuer.  I  agree  with  everything  you  said  and  I  believe  an 
improved  lunchroom  decor  and  perhaps  piped  music  would  be  good 
for  everybody.  But  I  feel  the  price  situation  as  we  have  it  now  is  an 
impediment. 

Chairman  Pucinski.  Mr.  Bell,  do  you  have  any  questions? 

Mr.  Bell.  I  note  in  section  15  of  the  bill  that  you  speak  of  some 
other  additional  investments  for  the  Federal  Government,  supple¬ 
mentary  funds.  I  am  wondering  if  you  would  interpret  that.  Could 
they  build,  for  example,  a  cafeteria  for  the  children? 

Mr.  Davis.  We  can  provide  equipment  for  the  preparation,  storage, 
transportation,  and  serving  of  food  but  this  does  not  provide  for  any 
building  of  a  lunchroom. 

Mr.  Bell.  It  states  that  but  I  am  trying  to  look  for  it  here.  It 
infers  that  it  might  be  for  some  kind  of  accommodations. 

Mr.  Davis.  I  believe  you  will  find  that  on  page  7,  line  1. 

Mr.  Bell.  Facilities,  other  than  land  and  buildings,  for  the  storage, 
preparation,  transportation,  and  serving  of  food  to  enable  such  schools 
to  establish,  maintain,  and  expand  school  food  service  programs. 

I  know  it  does  say,  buildings,  other  than  land  and  buildings,  then 
it  goes  on  to  say  expand  school  food  service  programs,  establish  and 
maintain,  transportation  and  service.  What-  would  that  include? 

Mr.  Davis.  I  think  an  example  might  be  that  if  a  school  made  a 
room  available,  several  rooms  available  in  that  building,  for  a  lunch¬ 
room  that  these  funds  could  be  used  to  equip  it,  for  the  stoves,  the 
serving  trays,  for  the  necessary  equipment  to  serve  the  lunch. 

It  could  not  be  used  for  an  addition  to  the  school  lunchroom. 

Mr.  Bell.  Building  a  kitchen? 

Mr.  Davis.  Not  the  room  for  but  equipping  it. 

Chairman  Pucinski.  It  says  for  the  storage  and  preparation.  I 
don’t  see  any  objection  to  using  this  money  for  putting  in  stoves  and 
refrigerators. 

Mr.  Andrews.  That  is  all  right.  We  are  talking  of  the  partitions 
and  walls  themselves. 

Mr.  Bell.  It  says  building,  I  was  thinking  of  the  possibility  of 
expanding  a  building,  enlarging  a  room  or  something  of  this  kind. 
Perhaps  you  could  add  on  a  room  for  a  lunch  area. 

Mr.  Davis.  The  specific  regulations,  of  course,  have  not  been 
drawn  for  this  but  I  would  contemplate  that  it  it  required  remodeling 
of  the  building  to  the  extent  of  tearing  out  walls  or  putting  a  lean-to 
on  the  end  and  knocking  out  a  door,  and  so  on,  that  this  money 
would  not  be  used  for  that. 

Taking  a  room  that  had  been  a  gynasium  and  making  it  into  an 
all-purpose  room  by  putting  in  pulldown  tables,  then  equipping  a 
kitchen,  the  stoves,  and  so  on,  to  equip  the  kitchen  this  money  could 
be  used  for  that  purpose. 
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Mr.  Bell.  In  other  words,  supply  schools  drawing  attendance 
from  needy  areas  with  equipment  and  supplies  other  than  land  and 
buildings. 

Mr.  Davis.  If  they  have  the  buildings,  they  can  put  a  ventilator 
into  it  and  if  it  required  racks,  dunnage,  shelves,  this  sort  of  thing 
would  be  fundable  with  these  moneys. 

Mr.  Bell.  You  don’t  feel  any  interpretation  of  this  would  mean 
the  rooms  could  be  expanded? 

Mr.  Davis.  At  this  point  I  would  say  no.  I  am  sure  the  Congress¬ 
man  is  aware  there  comes  a  point  in  a  question  such  as  this  that  is 
drawn  pretty  fine  between  what  is  building  and  what  is  equipment. 

Mr.  Bell.  The  only  reason  I  am  pursing  this  interpretation  is  that 
once  that  Pandora’s  box  is  opened,  there  is  no  place  you  could  go  but 
to  pursue  further.  If  a  one-room  schoolhouse  in  Tennessee  is  really 
not  adequate,  would  you  have  to  serve  the  meals  outside?  You 
couldn’t  make  the  building  larger  and  equip  it,  if  you  have  a  classroom 
with  desks  and  textbooks  all  around  but  no  facilities? 

Chairman  Pucinski.  Could  you  possibly  conclude  that  if  it  were  an 
addition  to  existing  buildings  in  order  to  store  and  prepare  the  food, 
it  would  come  within  the  meaning  of  this  act,  but  if  it  were  a  separate 
and  distinct  building  requiring  its  own  heating  plant  and  roof,  all  the 
separate  things,  this  would  be  barred  under  the  language  of  this  act; 
would  it  not? 

Mr.  Davis.  It  could  be  drawn  perhaps  a  little  tighter  than  that, 
Mr.  Chairman.  If  this  were  a  leanto  addition,  I  think  we  would 
have  to  hold  that-  the  language  in  the  bill  was  intended  to  exclude 
building. 

Mr.  Scheuer.  A  structural  addition,  you  mean? 

Mr.  Davis.  That  is  right. 

Mr.  Scheuer.  Would  you  like  it  changed  to  permit  a  structural 
addition  with  some  limitations,  possibly  $1,000  or  $2,000  to  care  for 
a  small  schoolhouse  with  no  room  at  all  to  provide  this  service? 

Air.  Davis.  No,  sir;  I  think  we  would  prefer  to  stick  to  the  equip¬ 
ment  on  the  theory  there  would  be  some  local  contribution  to  this 
effort  and  there  are  many,  many  things  that  you  get  into  when  you 
get  over  into  structural  additions. 

Air.  Foreman.  Isn’t  there  adequate  Federal  assistance  to  assist 
schools  in  building  facilities? 

Air.  Davis.  I  am  not  conversant  enough  with  Federal  assistance 
on  that  point.  It  is  my  understanding  that  under  the  new  Elemen¬ 
tary  and  Secondary  Act  that  this  question  was  discussed  in  some 
depth  and  those  funds  are  not  available  for  construction  either. 

Chairman  Pucinski.  Thank  you  very  much,  Air.  Davis.  We  are 
very  grateful  to  you  for  your  testimony.  We  apologize  for  letting  you 
know  so  late. 

Thank  you,  very  much. 

Air.  Scheuer.  I  would  like  to  add  1113^  thanks  for  your  most  informa¬ 
tive  and  gracious  testimony. 

Air.  Bell.  I  would  like  to  add  my  thanks  and  apologize  for  not 
being  here  earlier. 

Chairman  Pucinski.  Before  hearing  from  our  next  witness,  I  would 
like  to  say  that  we  have  with  us  today  Dr.  Eunice  S.  Matthew,  edu¬ 
cation  chief  of  the  House  Committee  on  Education  and  Labor.  She 
has  been  most  helpful  to  all  of  us.  Dr.  Matthew,  if  there  are  any 
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questions  you  would  like  to  ask  on  this  legislation,  we  would  like  for 
you  to  do  so. 

Our  next  witness  is  Mrs.  Mary  Condon  Gereau,  legislative  con¬ 
sultant  to  the  National  Education  Association. 

STATEMENT  OF  MRS.  MARY  CONDON  GEREAU,  LEGISLATIVE 

CONSULTANT  TO  THE  NATIONAL  EDUCATION  ASSOCIATION 

Chairman  Pucinski.  Do  you  want  to  read  your  testimony  or 
shall  we  enter  it  in  the  record  in  its  entirety? 

Mrs.  Gereau.  That  would  be  satisfactory.  The  statement  in 
effect  says  we  think  the  bill  is  fine  and  we  are  in  support  of  it  as  it 
passed  the  Senate  and  we  are  supporting  the  position  that  Mr.  Davis 
took. 

I  would  have  liked  to  have  had  the  opportunity  to  say  before 
Mr.  Davis  left  that  1  have  been  a  chief  State  school  officer  in  the  State 
of  Montana  working  with  the  U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture  and  I 
know  of  no  group  that  played  a  more  effective  role  in  creating  and 
supporting  a  sound  State-Federal  relationship. 

Chairman  Pucinski.  Your  statement  will  then  go  in  the  record  in 
its  entirety  at  this  point. 

(The  statement  follows:) 

Statement  of  Mrs.  Mary  Condon  Gereau,  Legislative  Consultant,  the 
National  Education  Association 

My  name  is  Mrs.  Mary  Condon  Gereau,  Legislative  Consultant  to  the  Na¬ 
tional  Education  Association. 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  for  the  opportunity  to  present  the  views  of  the 
National  Education  Association  in  support  of  S.  3467,  the  amendments  to  the 
National  School  Lunch  Act. 

The  National  Education  Association,  with  a  membership  of  nearly  one  million 
professional  educators,  of  whom  90  percent  are  classroom  teachers,  has  been  a 
major  supporter  of  the  school  lunch  and  school  milk  programs  since  their  incep¬ 
tion.  Our  support  has  been  amply  justified  not  only  because  of  the  humaneness 
of  these  programs,  but  also  because  teachers  know,  perhaps  better  than  anyone 
else,  that  a  well-fed  child  learns  far  better  than  a  chronically  hungry  under¬ 
nourished  youngster.  Malnutrition  is  not  confined  only  to  those  in  poverty. 
Many  youngsters  learn  good  eating  habits  in  a  school  lunch  program — habits 
their  parents,  regardless  of  affluence,  have  been  unable  or  incapable  of  inst  illing 
at  home.  It  has  truly  been  said  that  the  National  School  Lunch  Program  has 
changed  the  eating  habits  of  a  generation. 

The  School  Milk  Program  has  also  been  of  great  value  and  has,  in  fact,  reached 
more  children  than  the  older  school  lunch  program.  The  facilities  and  personnel 
for  the  school  milk  program  are  much  more  easily  provided  than  the  more  ex¬ 
pensive  facilities  and  larger  number  of  employees  which  a  school  lunch  program 
requires. 

We  were  disturbed,  as  obviously  was  the  Congress,  at  the  recommendation  that 
the  school  milk  program  be  drastically  curtailed  and  that  both  the  school  lunch  and 
school  milk  programs  be  redirected  into  programs  primarily  for  needy  children. 
Certainly  we  are  heartily  in  favor  of  providing  all  needy  children  with  lunches  and 
milk — but  not  at  the  expense  of  the  other  children  in  the  schools. 

We  believe  that  S.  3467  is  a  good  bill  certainly  far  superior  to  the  bill  originally 
introduced.  S.  3467  provides  that  the  present  school  lunch  and  school  mil  i 
programs  be  continued  without  change.  The  authorizations  for  the  school  milk 
program  through  1970,  with  appropriate  but  modest  increases  each  year,  will  take 
care  of  the  normal  annual  increases  in  enrollment. 

The  provision  for  pilot  programs  for  school  breakfasts  for  a  two-year  period 
will  provide  a  basis  for  evaluation  of  the  effects  of  such  programs,  the  feasibility 
of  continuing  and  expanding  the  program  in  the  eligible  schools.  We  have  one 
technical  suggestion  relating  to  Section  14  (cl  (2)  bn  page  14.  The  language 
here  is  obviously  identical  to  that  of  Title  I  of  P.L.  89-10,  the  Elementary  and 
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Secondary  Education  Act  of  1965.  In  the  event  that  the  figure  $2000  in  the 
allocation  formula  for  Title  I  of  P.L.  89-10  is  changed  to  $3000,  the  school  break¬ 
fast  program  should  be  so  adjusted  also. 

Otherwise  school  systems  will  be  faced  with  unnecessary  pupil  accounting  pro¬ 
cedures  and  record  keeping.  Perhaps  the  language  of  S.  3467  at  this  point  could 
be  changed  merely  to  refer  to  districts  eligible  under  Title  I  of  P.L.  89-10. 

We  also  believe  that  Section  15  which  will  help  certain  school  districts,  through 
federal  assistance,  to  acquire  the  necessary  storage,  preparation,  transportation, 
and  serving  facilities  to  enable  them  to  operate  school  lunch  programs,  is  a  very 
commendable  addition  to  the  basic  school  lunch  program.  Many  of  the  most 
needy  schools,  with  large  numbers  of  children  from  poor  families,  are  not  now 
able  to  take  advantage  of  the  school  lunch  program  because  they  do  not  have  the 
basic  facilities  required — nor  the  financial  resources  to  provide  such  facilities  from 
local  tax  sources.  Section  15,  therefore,  is  a  most  desirable  feature  of  this  bill. 

Sections  16  through  22  are  in  the  nature  of  technical  amendments  relating  to 
orderly  administration  of  Sections  14  and  15  in  line  with  sound  and  proven  meas¬ 
ures  developed  through  the  years  of  existence  of  the  traditional  school  lunch 
program. 

Section  23,  providing  for  extending  the  benefits  of  the  school  lunch  program  to 
preschools  operated  as  part  of  the  school  system,  is  a  desirable  new  feature  of  the 
school  lunch  act.  Section  24  is  designed  to  coordinate  all  federal  programs  of 
assistance  to  schools  in  providing  food  service  to  children  through  the  Department! 
of  Agriculture.  This  certainly  will  lead  to  more  efficiency  in  administration  and 
will  be  welcomed  enthusiastically  by  local  and  state  school  administrators.  Sec¬ 
tion  25 — as  well  as  Section  13,  line  21-25 — will  guarantee  that  the  addition  of  new 
programs  will  not  result  in  impairing  the  well  established  school  lunch  and  school 
milk  programs.  The  inclusion  of  this  language  is  perhaps  a  wise  precaution, 
though  it  should  not  be  interpreted  as  lack  of  confidence  in  the  very  able  and 
dedicated  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  Mr.  Freeman.  However,  it  does  clearly  state 
the  intent  of  Congress  that  the  basic  school  lunch  and  school  milk  programs  not  be 
curtailed  or  redirected. 

We  appreciate  the  opportunity,  Mr.  Chairman,  to  make  these  few  brief  com¬ 
ments  on  S.  3467  and  welcome  this  opportunity  to  thank  you,  sir,  and  the  other 
members  of  the  Subcommittee  for  the  fine  service  you  have  performed  and  are 
performing  for  the  children  and  youth  of  this  Nation  during  the  89th  Congress. 

Chairman  Pucinski.  What  can  be  done  to  stimulate  a  greater 
interest  by  the  youngsters  in  the  lunchroom  program?  I  know  in 
many  parts  of  the  country  it  is  very  successful.  In  my  own  district 
I  am  very  much  impressed  with  the  lunchroom  program,  particularly 
in  the  high  schools,  but  I  was  surprised  to  see  some  of  the  problems 
here  in  the  District. 

Has  the  National  Education  Association  made  any  effort  to  provide 
some  type  of  leadership  in  trying  to  make  the  school  lunch  program  a 
part  of  the  full  day  curriculum,  or  to  make  the  lunch  period  more^ 
exciting  and  more  interesting  to  the  youngsters? 

Mrs.  Gereau.  Certainly  the  members  of  the  teaching  profession 
would  concur  that  the  lunch  experience  should  be  more  interesting 
than  it  is  in,  for  example,  the  Shaw  School  in  the  District  of  Columbia. 

I  would  say  from  my  observations  not  only  in  Montana  but  other 
States  that  the  school  lunchrooms  are  successful  to  some  degree  in 
proportion  to  the  attractiveness  of  the  setting,  the  attractiveness  of 
the  way  the  meals  are  served,  and  frankly,  we  have  found — and  I  can 
speak  largely  from  my  experience — that  many  of  those  who  tend  to 
eat  at  other  facilities  are  the  older  high  school  students. 

The  smaller  ones  do  participate  in  the  program,  but  when  they  get 
to  be  16  or  17  years  of  age  with  more  privileges,  the  schools  try  to 
teach  them  to  be  a  little  more  like  responsible  adults  and  they  are 
allowed  the  privilege  of  leaving  the  school  grounds. 

It  is  natural  human  nature  for  the  teenager  to  prefer  to  go  to  the 
drugstore  and  play  the  jukebox  than  to  go  to  the  school  lunchroom. 
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Chairman  Pucinski.  In  one  of  the  schools  in  Chicago,  in  one  of  our 
poorer  neighborhoods,  the  school  tried  putting  on  a  program  to  make 
the  lunchroom  an  inspiring  experience  with  tablecloths  and  silverware 
properly  placed.  They  create  '  .  gn  atmosphere  in  that  cafeteria,  an 
adult  atmosphere,  and  the  most  important  thing  that  happened  there 
was  all  of  a  sudden  these  youngsters  were  treated  as  adults  and  they 
liked  it. 

The  response  was  tremendous  throughout  the  school. 

Mrs.  Gereau.  This  is  the  thing  that  ideally  should  be  going  on  but 
too  often  in  those  areas  where  the  older  buildings  are  monuments  to 
something  that  happened  in  1850  maybe,  the  whole  school  building 
is  unattractive,  not  just  the  lunchroom,  and  the  youngsters  tend  to 
try  to  get  out  of  there  anytime  they  can. 

Frankly,  so  do  the  teachers  because  it  is  not  an  inspiring  place.  In 
the  suburbs  where  the  buildings  are  new  and  have  more  attractive 
facilities,  you  don’t  find  this  problem  as  much  as  in  the  cities.  I  don’t 
think  it  is  just  related  to  the  school  lunch  program.  It  goes  far  beyond 
that  phase  to  what  kind  of  school  facilities  you  have  in  these  areas. 

Mr.  Daniels.  I  want  to  compliment  Mrs.  Gereau  for  coming  here 
and  giving  us  the  benefit  of  her  views  on  this  legislation. 

I  have  been  reading  your  statement  and  agree  with  the  views  you 
present. 

Mrs.  Gereau.  I  find,  Mr.  Daniels,  you  and  I  are  seldom  in  dis¬ 
agreement  on  anything. 

Chairman  Pucinski.  Air.  Andrews? 

Mr.  Andrews.  In  your  last  paragraph  on  the  first  page  you  hope  if 
we  extend  the  benefits  of  this  program,  presumably  there  is  this  guide¬ 
line  of  $2,000  in  the  requirements  of  the  original  act,  if  we  extend  the 
basic  qualifying  level  from  $2,000  to  $3,000  you  hope  we  will  make  this 
change  over  here  on  page  4.  Just  as  an  observation  on  this  whole  pro¬ 
gram,  we  are  getting  into  the  area  where  we  have  politically  raised  the 
standard  of  living  to  everybody  to  come  up  from  $2,000  or  $3,000  in 
the  minimum  wage  and  are  going  to  change  poverty  from  $2,000  to 
$3,000  in  the  Elementary  and  Secondary  Education  Act  and  in  this  act. 

At  the  same  time  there  is  emerging  in  the  National  Government, 
or  in  certain  circles  there  has  been  mentioned,  we  are  getting  literature 
[Constantly  on  it,  and  it  has  been  suggested  the  reverse  income  tax  of 
$3,000  a  year  for  everybody  be  guaranteed.  It  is  no  longer,  I  think, 
on  the  drawing  board.  It  is  actually  out  in  the  political  arena. 

Mr.  Scheuer.  Will  my  colleague  yield  on  that  for  a  moment? 

Air.  Andrews.  Just  a  minute  until  we  get  it. 

When  we  finally  arrive  at  that  $3,000  reverse  income  tax  and  every¬ 
body  pays  that,  what  will  it  do  to  all  these  programs  of  enormous 
benefits  being  given  to  these  people  on  the  basis  of  their  father’s 
income  being  lower  than  $3,000?  Would  you  recommend  the  pro¬ 
grams  be  abandoned  after  this  reverse  income  tax  or  that  the}7  go  on 
and  on  and  we  keep  raising  what  we  call  poverty  up  and  up  and  up  to 
to  where  every  man  is  king,  so  to  speak? 

Airs.  Gereau.  I  agree,  I  hope  with  you,  Mr.  Andrews,  that  we 
would  like  to  have  it  so  everyone  is  a  king,  economically  and  politically. 
My  only  point  here  is  to  the  fact  there  has  been  some  evidence  in 
hearings  on  the  Elementary  and  Secondary  Education  Act  that  they 
are  going  to  change  the  formula.  The  same  discussions  are  going  on 
in  the  Senate.  If  the  formula  in  this  bill  is  what  they  took  out  of 


26 


national  school  lunch  act 

Public  Law  89-10  to  identify  the  eligible  school  districts  I  would 
suggest  that  the  language  conform  so  the  administrator  in  the  local 
school  district  is  not  making  two  accountings — one  for  $2,000  families 
and  the  other  for  $3,000  families.  Ma  lot  of  paperwork. 

Mr.  Andrews.  Won’t  your  suggestion  in  this  act  require  an 
enormous  addition  of  funds?  _  . 

Mrs.  Gereau.  No,  sir;  it  is  merely  a  factor  in  the  formula;,  it 
would  in  some  instances  identify  different  districts  than  are  being 
identified  now.  We  are  only  saying  whatever  the  language  is  in 
Public  Law  89-10  in  the  Elementary  Education  Act  this  should  be  the 
same. 

Mr.  Andrews.  A  change  in  the  language  of  the  Act;  this  amounts  to 
an  enormous  sum  of  money. 

Chairman  Pucinski.  Will  you  yield? 

Mr.  Andrews.  Yes. 

Chairman  Pucinski.  What  Mrs.  Gereau  is  saying,  is  if  you  have  a 
million  dollars  to  be  distributed  on  the  basis  of  $2,000  when  the  Ele-  g 
mentary  Education  Act  goes  to  $3,000  you  still  stay  with  the  million  f 
dollars,  but  you  redistribute  on  the  basis  of  $3,000  instead  of  $2,000. 

She  is  not — and  the  Secondary  Elementary  Act  does  not — propose 
a  change  in  initial  outlay  of  funds.  What  it  does  propose  is  a  different 
formula  for  distributing  them. 

Mr.  Andrews.  I  asked  purely  for  information  and  thank  you. 
Redistribution  of  the  money  territorially? 

Mrs.  Gereau.  That  is  correct. 

Chairman  Pucinski.  Will  you  yield  further?  He  has  raised  an 
excellent  point.  I  thank  you  for  raising  this  point.  Rather  than 
trying  to  deal  with  any  problem  in  this  act  when  we  don’t  know  what 
the  Elementary  Secondary  Act  will  do,  should  we  write  in  language 
that  if,  and  when,  Public  Law  89-10  does  go  to  $3,000  this  will  trigger 
in  with  the  same  formula?  If  it  doesn’t  go  to  $3,000  and  stays  at 
$2,000,  this  will  stay  at  $2,000. 

Mrs.  Gereau.  This  is  what  I  was  suggesting,  that  you  consider 
amending  the  Senate  bill  which  they  would  probably  concur  with, 
with  no  objection,  so  that  instead  of  repeating  the  present  language 
you  say  that  those  school  districts  that  fall  under  Public  Law  89-10, 
title  I  are  eligible  for  this  section.  A 

Use  the  Public  Law  89-10  title  I  formula,  whatever  Congress  de-f 
cides  it  should  be,  as  the  same  formula  for  this  program.  I  am  worried 
about  school  administrators  counting  children  under  two  formulas. 

Mr.  Andrews.  I  am  worried  since  you  explained  there  is  no  basic 
change  in  the  full  amount  of  money  allotted  that  you  are  not  aware 
what  we  are  doing.  If  we  accept  the  Elementary  and  Secondary  Act 
and  we  accept  the  last  suggestion  on  your  second  page,  we  are  cutting 
out  money. 

Chairman  Pucinski.  No,  you  are  leaving  them  with  what  you  are 
bringing  in  on  top  of  this  $2,000,  the  $3,000. 

Mr.  Andrews.  With  a  limited  amount  of  money  you  cannot  tell  me 
you  are  not  extending  yourself  further  and  thinner? 

Chairman  Pucinski.  We  will  go  along  with  that. 

Mr.  Andrews.  That  means  less  food. 

Chairman  Pucinski.  No,  not  less  food. 
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Mrs.  Gereau.  This  particular  provision  related  merely  to  the  pilot 
project  for  school  breakfast  because  it  is  going  to  be  somewhat  evalu¬ 
ated  anyway.  This  will  only  help  the  State  Department  officials 
administering  this  to  identify  those  eligible  for  breakfast  programs. 

This  will  not  insure  breakfast  programs  in  every  project  eligible  for 
title  I.  Perhaps  it  will  ultimately  but  the  first  proposal  is  to  have  this 
as  a  2-year  program  under  the  State  Departments  of  Education  to  see 
if  it  does  appreciably  benefit  the  children  in  proportion  to  the  cost 
entailed. 

Mr.  Andrews.  You  jumped  a  third  of  income  from  $2,000  to  $3,000. 
To  reallocate  the  same  amount  of  money  over  the  district  because 
they  have  a  multitude  of  $3,000  and  under  and  $2,000  under,  you  are 
really  taking  away  from  the  $2,000  and  under;  you  are  taking  away 
their  food. 

Mrs.  Gereau.  All  I  am  saying  is  this  will  be  decided  by  the  House 
Education  and  Labor  Committee  when  they,  hopefully  soon,  move 
the  Elementary  and  Secondary  Education  Act  on  to  the  floor. 

^  Mr.  Andrews.  Really  the  change  from  $2,000  to  $3,000  if  you 
examine  the  thing  down  to  what  you  are  doing  you  are  really  taking 
away  from  the  $2,000,  the  people  that  need  it  most.  You  are  taking 
away  if  the  sum  of  money  remains  the  same. 

Mr.  Scheuer.  Isn’t  that  a  sectional  battle  that  we  don’t  have  to 
ask  our  witness  to  become  embroiled  in? 

Mrs.  Gereau.  It  is  not  pertinent  here.  I  would  love  to  come  into 
the  other  committee  and  become  embroiled  but  it  is  not  pertinent  here. 

Mr.  Foreman.  When  is  the  Elementary  and  Secondary  Education 
figure  going  to  be  raised  to  change  from  $2,000  to  $3,000? 

Mrs.  Gereau.  I  don’t  know.  The  House  Education  and  Labor  Com¬ 
mittee  has  not  moved  the  bill  out.  They  are  still  discussing  this. 

Mr.  Forman.  Is  it  to  be  delayed  until  1968? 

Mrs.  Gereau.  I  believe  in  the  House  subcommittee  version  the 
change  from  $2,000  to  $3,000  is  scheduled  for  1968.  I  think  it  is  an 
open  secret  the  Senate  is  anticipating  they  are  going  to  try  to  do  it 
this  year.  This  is  not  a  settled  question.  I  am  only  saying  try  to 
make  the  language  the  same  in  both  bills  for  administrative  purposes. 

Mr.  Scheuer.  I  would  like  to  ask  you  the  same  question  I  asked 
the  Government  witness.  The  summer  lunch  program  was  m  the 
1  P  administration  act  and  the  Child  Nutrition  Act  and  the  bill  intro¬ 
duced  earlier.  Would  you  advocate  an  addition  to  this  program  that 
would  provide  for  a  pilot  summer  lunch  program  for  public  as  well 
as  private  agencies? 

Mrs.  Gereau.  As  you  know  we  supported  H.R.  9339  and  commend 
you  again  for  farsightedness  in  recommending  it,  and  this  committee 
for  approving  it.  I  think  it  is  a  matter  of  strategy  the  Congress  will 
have  to  decide.  There  is  a  certain  amount  of  urgency  in  order  to 
assure  the  schools  they  are  going  to  continue  the  school  lunch  and 
school  milk  programs  at  the  same  level. 

As  we  all  know  there  has  been  considerable  disturbance  related  to 
the  school  lunch  and  milk  programs  which  are  being  amended  to  a 
better  form.  If  it  would  result  in  delay  from  October  to  November, 
if  you  engage  in  whatever  the  machinery  is  to  add  H.R.  9339  to  it,  I 
think  we  would  say  we  rather  you  did  not  do  it. 
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We  will  continue  to  give  your  proposal  all  the  support  we  can  and 
perhaps  it  would  be  wiser  and  more  helpful  to  the  schools  if  at  this 
time  this  school  lunch  program  continued  on  its  own  way. 

Mr.  Scheuer.  You  think  that  is  a  useful  addition  to  the  overall 
program? 

Mrs.  Gereau.  We  testified  it  should  be  in  addition  to  the  School 
Lunch  Act.  We  have  not  changed  our  minds. 

Mr.  Bell.  We  appreciate  your  coming  before  the  committee,  and 
your  testimony  very  much. 

What  in  your  feeling  has  been  the  trouble  with  the  present  school 
lunch  program?  Could  you  give  us  some  points  that  perhaps  are 
not  in  your  statement? 

Mrs.  Gereau.  I  can  only  speak  personally.  I  have  not  discussed 
this  with  all  the  policy  people  at  NEA  but  as  a  former  State  Super¬ 
intendent  in  Montana  the  problem  always  there  was  that  there  was 
not  enough  money. 

Mr.  Bell.  Where  did  you  see  the  adverse  effect?  What  particular 
areas,  what  particular  locale,  where  was  the  impact  the  greatest? 

Mrs.  Gereau.  One  of  the  largest  communities  in  our  State,  I 
would  assume  this  is  fairly  typical. 

Mr.  Bell.  Larger  cities? 

Mrs.  Gereau.  The  cities  are  not  very  big  in  Montana.  They  did 
not  participate  in  the  lunch  program  at  the  high  school  level  also 
because  they  didn’t  want  to  follow  the  USDA  nutrition  requirements 
by  the  dietitians  and  so  forth. 

There  is  a  philosophical  attitude  in  the  community  that  resented  a 
Federal  program  of  any  kind. 

Mr.  Bell.  The  particular  schools  or  school  boards  would  not  allow 
the  lunch  program  because  of  fear  of  Federal  involvement? 

Mrs.  Gereau.  There  is  a  certain  amount  of  that  in  the  country  in 
some  communities  in  every  State.  It  is  decreasing,  I  think. 

Mr.  Bell.  The  Federal  lunch  program  through  the  Agriculture 
Department  is  giving  lunches,  so  there  is  some  Federal  control. 

Mrs.  Gereau.  Some  people  feel  that  way,  and  some  areas  philo¬ 
sophically  just  do  not  deal  with  things  like  that. 

Mr.  Bell.  Were  there  children  that  suffered? 

Mrs.  Gereau.  Yes,  I  can  think  of  some  that  did  in  a  community 
I  would  rather  not  name  just  because  of  the  philosophy  of  the  school 
board;  they  didn’t  want  to  get  involved.  The  school  board  came  from 
the  upper-  and  middle-class  level.  I  think  they  had  an  awakening  in 
the  last  few  years  under  the  Elementary  Secondary  Education  Act. 
They  found  a  lot  of  people  there  that  I  don’t  think  they  considered  to 
be  people — Mexicans,  Negroes,  Indians,  and  so  forth.  They  have 
now  discovered  them. 

Mr.  Bell.  Because  of  their  philosophy  in  excluding  the  lunch  pro¬ 
gram  they  have  allowed  some  of  these  Indians,  Mexicans,  and  so 
forth  to  go  hungry? 

Mrs.  Gereau.  I  think  they  did.  I  don’t  think  they  were  aware  of 
it. 

Mr.  Bell.  Do  you  think  that  is  no  longer  a  problem? 

Mrs.  Gereau.  I  think  it  is  decreasing  rapidly. 

Chairman  Pucinski.  Title  VI  would  involve  that  kind  of  discrimi¬ 
nation.  It  was  not  really  discrimination.  There  was  no  type  of 
lunch  program  for  anyone. 
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Mr.  Scheuer.  They  can  still  do  that  under  title  VI. 

Mrs.  Gereau.  Right;  I  assume  we  all  agree  this  is  an  unfortunate 
situation.  But  local  control  is  important.  If  they  don’t  want  to 
have  a  lunch  program  they  don’t  have  to. 

Mr.  Daniels.  Could  it  be  because  the  school  board  was  unaware 
of  the  economic  situation  of  the  families  in  the  community? 

Mrs.  Gereau.  I  think  this  has  been  true  in  mauy  places — not  any 
malice  or  intention,  but  just  the  shortsightedness. 

Mr.  Scheuer.  The  school  board  is  not  doing  a  satisfactory  job  if  it 
is  not  aware  of  the  economic  situation  of  these  people. 

Mr.  Bell.  The  people  of  the  school  district  should  know  about  this 
and  throw  the  school  board  out. 

Mrs.  Gereau.  This  has  happened. 

Mr.  Bell.  Have  you  seen  any  areas  besides  the  school  lunch 
program  where  the  school  board  wanted  help  and  has  not  been  able  to 
get  it? 

Mrs.  Gereau.  I  am  sure  the  program  varies  from  State  to  State 
and  the  philosophy  of  the  State  department  will  have  something  to 
do  with  this.  I  know  of  no  State  where  they  are  not  conducting  some 
kind  of  lunch  program,  but  it  would  be  interesting  to  look  at  some  of 
the  areas  of  participation. 

In  sparsely  settled  rural  areas  you  cannot  take  children  60  miles 
on  a  bus  in  zero  weather  every  day  so  you  have  to  have  a  school 
where  the  children  are.  We  put  on  a  drive  10  years  ago  to  try  to 
bring  the  school  program  to  youngsters  in  such  areas  in  Montana  with 
a  good  deal  of  success.  When  we  got  money  under  Public  Law  815 
and  Public  Law  874  for  Indians,  and  when  the  local  schools  developed 
good  lunch  programs,  the  increased  enrollment  and  decrease  in  drop¬ 
outs  was  quite  important  because  many  of  those  youngsters  got  only 
one  good  meal  a  day.  That  was  at  the  school  lunch  program. 

One  very  severe  winter  we  ran  the  school  lunch  program  7  daj^s  a 
week.  We  used  some  Johnson-O’Malley  and  Indian  funds.  Other¬ 
wise  the  children  had  only  five  meals  a  week  and  came  in  on  Monday 
almost  faint  from  hunger.  I  think  this  goes  along  with  your  philosophy, 
Mr.  Scheuer,  that  hunger  doesn’t  start  in  the  fall  and  end  in  the 
summer  nor  end  at  the  week’s  end. 

Mr.  Bell.  I  am  trying  to  discover  whether  there  are  schools  or 
areas  where  the  philosophy  is  to  not  get  involved  and  they  don’t 
have  any  program  at  all? 

Mrs.  Gereau.  I  have  been  speaking  only  of  Montana  and  I  am  not 
familiar  with  details.  I  am  sure  the  Department  of  Agriculture 
could  give  you  some  information  that  would  be  useful. 

Mr.  Bell.  That  is  all  I  have.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Scheuer.  One  very  brief  question  I  have  is — we  don’t  want 
to  impose  on  your  time  further — do  you  have  any  knowledge  of  the 
degree  to  which  children  who  are  entitled  to  free  or  reduced  lunches 
do  not  take  advantage  of  that  program  and  what  the  reason  might 
be? 

Mrs.  Gereau.  I  have  no  information  on  that.  I  apologize  for 
going  back  to  my  own  experience  but  we  had  no  problem  that  way 
because  the  ordinary  system  was  to  follow  that  outlined  by  Mr. 
Pncinski  where  the  youngsters  went  to  the  office  and  the  school 
clerk  knew  who  automatically  got  free  lunches.  Sometimes  the 
youngsters  didn’t  know  that  all  children  didn’t  get  free  lunches. 
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There  was  no  stigma  attached.  Often  in  large  families  where  the 
father  was  employed  at  a  low  income,  maybe  with  six  or  seven  chil¬ 
dren,  they  paid  for  two  or  three  lunch  tickets  and  they  got  six. 
Youngsters  didn’t  know  the  difference. 

I  think  your  experience  with  the  District  of  Columbia  is  not 
typical.  It  has  emphasized  this  in  your  mind  but  it  is  not  typical 
throughout  the  country. 

Mr.  Scheuer.  I  think  it  is  more  typical  in  large  areas. 

Mrs.  Gereau.  This  I  wouldn’t  know. 

Mr.  Scheuer.  Thank  you. 

Chairman  Pucinski.  Thank  you,  Mrs.  Gereau. 

The  committee  will  stand  adjourned  and  start  marking  up  S.  3467. 
The  members  will  be  advised  as  to  when  we  can  meet. 

(Whereupon,  at  12:05  p.m.  the  select  subcommittee  was  adjourned 
to  reconvene  at  the  call  of  the  chair.) 
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CHILD  NUTRITION  ACT  AND  SPECIAL  MILK  PROGRAM 

FOR  CHILDREN 


THURSDAY,  JUNE  23,  1966 

House  of  Representatives, 

Committee  on  Agriculture, 

Washington,  D.C. 

The  committee  met,  pursuant  to  notice,  at  11 :30  a.m.,  in  room  1301, 
Longwortk  House  Office  Building,  Washington,  D.C.,  the  Honorable 
Harold  D.  Cooley  (chairman)  presiding. 

Present:  Representatives  Cooley,  Poage,  Gathings,  Abernethy, 
Abbitt,  Hagen  of  California,  Stubblefield,  Purcell,  Olson,  Matsunaga, 
O’Neal,  Foley,  Stalbaum,  de  la  Garza,  Vigorito,  Redlin,  Greigg, 
Callan,  Dague,  Belcher,  Teague  of  California,  Quie,  Mrs.  May, 
Findley,  Dole,  and  Hansen  of  Idaho 

Also  present:  Christine  S.  Gallagher,  clerk;  John  J.  Heimburger, 
general  counsel;  Hyde  H.  Murray,  assistant  clerk;  Martha  Hannah, 
staff;  Francis  LeMav,  consultant;  and  Fowler  C.  West,  staff. 

The  Chairman.  The  committee  will  be  in  order,  please. 

Let’s  be  off  the  record  for  a  moment. 

(Discussion  was  had  outside  the  record.) 

The  Chairman.  We  have  before  us  this  morning  H.R.  13361,  and 
bills  extending  or  making  permanent  the  special  milk  program  for 
children.  These  will  be  made  a  part  of  the  record  at  this  point. 

(H.R.  13361,  introduced  by  Mr.  Cooley,  follows:) 


[H.R.  13361,  89th  Cong.,  2d  sess.] 


A  BILL  To  establish  a  cooperative  Federal-State  child  nutrition  program  under 
the  direction  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled,  That  this  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  “Child  Nutrition 
Act  of  1966”. 


DECLARATION  OF  PURPOSE 


Sec.  2.  In  recognition  of  the  demonstrated  relationship  between  food  and  good 
nutrition  and  the  capacity  of  children  to  develop  and  learn,  based  on  the  years  of 
cumulative  successful  experience  under  the  national  school  lunch  program  with  its 
significant  contributions  in  the  field  of  applied  nutrition  research,  it  is  hereby 
declared  to  be  the  policy  of  Congress  that  these  efforts  shall  be  extended,  expanded, 
and  strengthened  as  a  measure  to  safeguard  the  health  and  well  being  of  the 
Nation’s  children,  with  special  effort  directed  toward  improving  the  nutrition  of 
children  from  low-income  families,  and  to  encourage  the  domestic  consumpation 
of  agricultural  and  other  foods,  by  assisting  States,  through  grants-in-aid  and 
other  means,  to  meet  more  effectively  the  nutritional  needs  of  our  children. 
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2  THE  CHILD  NUTRITION  ACT 

TITLE  I— NATIONAL  SCHOOL  LUNCH  AND  CHILD  NUTRITION 

PROGRAM 

authorization 

Sec.  101.  The  Secretary  shall  formulate  and  carry  out  a  national  school  lunch 
and  child  nutrition  program  to  assist  States,  through  grants-in-aid  and  other 
means,  to  establish,  maintain,  and  expand  nonprofit  school  food  service  programs 
for  children. 

APPORTIONMENTS  TO  STATES 

Sec.  102.  (a)  The  Secretary  shall  apportion  among  the  States  during  each 
fiscal  year  not  less  than  75  per  centum  of  the  funds  appropriated  for  the  purposes 
of  this  title,  excluding  section  107,  for  such  year  for  obtaining  agricultural  and 
other  foods.  Apportionment  among  the  States  shall  be  made  on  the  basis  of  two 
factors:  (1)  the  participation  rate  for  the  State,  and  (2)  the  assistance  need  rate 
for  the  State,  The  amount  of  apportionment  to  any  State  shall  be  determined 
by  the  following  method:  First,  determine  an  index  for  the  State  by  multiplying 
factors  (1)  and  (2);  second,  divide  this  index  by  the  sum  of  the  indexes  for  all 
the  States;  and  third,  apply  the  figure  thus  obtained  to  the  total  funds  to  be 
apportioned.  If  any  State  cannot  utilize  all  funds  so  apportioned  to  it,  or  if 
additional  funds  are  made  available  for  apportionment  under  this  section  among^ 
the  States,  the  Secretary  shall  make  further  apportionments  to  the  remaining? 
States  in  the  same  manner.  Notwithstanding  the  foregoing  provisions  of  this 
section,  for  the  fiscal  year  beginning  July  1,  1966,  the  amount  apportioned  to 
American  Samoa  shall  be  $25,000,  which  amount  shall  be  first  deducted  from  the 
funds  available  for  apportionment  in  determining  the  amounts  to  be  apportioned 
to  the  other  States. 

(b)  Funds  apportioned  to  any  State  under  section  102  for  any  fiscal  year  shall 
be  available  for  payment  to  such  State  for  disbursement  by  the  State  educational 
agency,  for  the  purpose  of  assisting  schools  in  that  State  in  obtaining  agricultural 
and  other  foods  for  consumption  by  children  during  such  fiscal  year.  Payments 
to  any  State  of  funds  so  apportioned  in  any  fiscal  year  shall  be  made  upon  condition 
that  each  dollar  will  be  matched  by  three  dollars  from  sources  within  the  State 
determined  by  the  Secretary  to  have  been  expended  in  connection  with  the 
program  under  this  title.  In  the  case  of  any  State  whose  per  capita  income 
is  less  than  the  per  capita  income  of  the  United  States,  the  matching  required  for 
any  fiscal  year  shall  be  decreased  by  the  percentage  which  the  State  per  capita 
income  is  below  the  per  capita  income  of  the  United  States.  For  the  purpose  of 
determining  whether  the  matching  requirements  of  this  section  and  section  106, 
respectively,  have  been  met,  the  reasonable  value  of  donated  services,  supplies, 
facilities,  and  equipment  as  certified,  respectively,  by  the  State  educational  agency 
and,  in  case  of  schools  receiving  funds  pursuant  to  section  106,  by  such  schools 
(but  not  the  cost  or  value  of  land,  or  of  the  acquisition,  construction,  or  alteration 
of  buildings  or  of  commodities  donated  by  the  Secretary,  or  of  Federal  contribu¬ 
tions),  may  be  regarded  as  funds  from  sources  within  the  State  expended  in  con¬ 
nection  with  the  program  under  this  title.  £ 

DIRECT  FEDERAL  EXPENDITURES 

Sec.  103.  The  funds  appropriated  for  any  fiscal  year  for  carrying  out  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  this  title,  excluding  section  107,  less  not  to  exceed  3}i  per  centum  thereof 
hereby  made  available  to  the  Secretary  for  his  administrative  expenses  under  this 
Act,  less  the  amount  apportioned  by  him  pursuant  to  sections  102  and  106,  shall 
be  available  to  the  Secretary  during  such  year  for  direct  expenditure  by  him  for 
agricultural  and  other  foods  to  be  distributed  among  the  States  and  schools  par¬ 
ticipating  in  the  program  under  this  title  in  accordance  with  the  needs  as  deter¬ 
mined  by  the  local  school  authorities.  The  provisions  of  law  contained  in  the 
proviso  of  the  Act  of  June  28,  1937  (50  Stat.  323),  facilitating  operations  with 
respect  to  the  purchase  and  disposition  of  surplus  agricultural  commodities  under 
section  32  of  the  Act  approved  August  24,  1935  (49  Stat.  774),  as  amended,  shall 
to  the  extent  not  inconsistent  with  the  provisions  of  this  title,  also  be  applicable 
to  expenditures  of  funds  by  the  Secretary  under  this  title. 

STATE  DISBURSEMENT  TO  SCHOOLS 

Sec.  104.  Funds  apportioned  under  section  102  and  paid  to  any  State  shall  be 
disbursed  by  the  State  educational  agency  to  those  schools  in  the  State  which  the 
State  educational  agency,  taking  into  account  need  and  attendance,  determines 
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are  eligible  to  participate  in  the  program  under  this  title.  Disbursement  to  any 
school  shall  be  made  only  for  the  purpose  of  reimbursing  it  for  the  cost  of  obtaining 
agricultural  and  other  foods  for  consumption  by  children  in  the  program.  Such 
food  costs  may  include,  in  addition  to  the  purchase  price  of  agricultural  and  other 
foods,  the  cost  of  processing,  distributing,  transporting,  storing,  and  handling. 
In  no  event  shall  such  disbursement  for  food  to  any  school  for  any  fiscal  year  exceed 
an  amount  determined  by  multiplying  the  number  of  lunches  served  in  the  school 
in  the  program  under  this  title  during  such  year  by  the  maximum  Federal  food-cost- 
distribution  rate  for  the  State,  for  the  type  of  lunch  served,  as  prescribed  by  the 
Secretary  for  schools  other  than  those  receiving  special  assistance  under  section 
107. 

NUTRITIONAL  AND  OTHER  PROGRAM  REQUIREMENTS 

Sec.  105.  Lunches  served  by  schools  participating  in  the  program  under  this 
title  shall  consist  of  a  combination  of  foods  and  shall  meet  minimum  nutritional 
requirements  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  on  the  basis  of  tested  nutritional  research. 
Such  meals  shall  be  served  without  cost  or  at  a  reduced  cost  to  children  who  are 
determined  by  local  school  authorities  to  be  unable  to  pay  the  full  cost  of  the  lunch. 
In  making  such  determinations,  such  local  authorities  should,  to  the  extent  prac¬ 
ticable,  consult  with  public  welfare  and  health  agencies.  No  physical  segregation 
of  or  other  discrimination  against  any  child  shall  be  made  by  the  school  because 
of  his  inability  to  pay. 

NONPROFIT  PRIVATE  SCHOOLS 

Sec.  106.  If  in  any  State  the  State  educational  agency  is  not  permitted  by  law 
to  disburse  the  funds  paid  to  it  under  this  title  to  nonprofit  private  schools  in  the 
State,  or  is  not  permitted  by  law  to  match  Federal  funds  made  available  for  use 
by  such  nonprofit  private  schools,  the  Secretary  shall  withhold  from  the  funds 
apportioned  to  any  such  State  under  section  102  of  this  title  an  amount  which 
bears  the  same  ratio  to  such  funds  as  the  number  of  lunches,  consisting  of  a  com¬ 
bination  of  foods  and  meeting  the  minimum  requirements  prescribed  by  the  Secre¬ 
tary  pursuant  to  section  105,  served  in  the  preceding  fiscal  year  by  all  nonprofit 
private  schools  participating  in  the  program  under  this  title  within  the  State,  as 
determined  by  the  Secretary,  bears  to  the  participation  rate  for  the  State.  The 
Secretary  shall  disburse  the  funds  so  withheld  directly  to  the  nonprofit  private 
schools  within  such  State  for  the  same  purposes  and  subject  to  the  same  condi¬ 
tions  as  are  required  of  a  State  educational  agency  disbursing  funds  made  avail¬ 
able  under  section  102  of  this  title,  including  the  requirement  that  any  such  pay¬ 
ment  or  payments  shall  be  matched,  in  the  proportion  specified  in  section  102(b) 
of  this  title  for  such  State,  by  funds  from  sources  within  the  State  expended  by 
nonprofit  private  schools  within  the  State  participating  in  the  program  under  this 
title.  Such  funds  shall  not  be  considered  a  part  of  the  funds  constituting  the 
matching  funds  under  section  102(b)  of  this  title. 

SPECIAL  ASSISTANCE 

Sec.  107.  (a)  The  Secretary  shall,  with  funds  appropriated  for  special  assistance 
under  this  section,  provide  such  assistance  to  schools  drawing  attendance  from 
areas  in  which  poor  economic  conditions  exist,  for  the  purpose  of  helping  such 
schools  meet  the  requirements  of  section  105  of  this  title  with  respect  to  the  service 
of  lunches  to  children  unable  to  pay  the  full  cost  of  such  lunches. 

(b)  Of  the  sums  available  for  the  purposes  of  this  section  for  any  fiscal  year,  3 
per  centum  shall  be  available  for  apportionment  to  Puerto  Rico,  the  Virgin  Islands, 
Guam,  and  American  Samoa.  Of  the  funds  available  for  such  States,  the  Secre¬ 
tary  shall  apportion  to  each  such  State  an  amount  which  bears  the  same  ratio  to 
the  total  of  such  funds  as  the  number  of  free  or  reduced-price  lunches  served  in 
accordance  with  section  105  of  this  title  in  such  State  in  the  preceding  fiscal  year 
bears  to  the  total  number  of  such  free  or  reduced-price  lunches  served  in  all  such 
States  in  the  preceding  fiscal  year:  Provided,  That  for  the  fiscal  year  ending 
June  30,  1967,  $5,000  shall  be  apportioned  to  American  Samoa,  which  amount  shall 
be  first  deducted  from  the  total  amount  available  for  apportionment  under  this 
subsection.  If  any  such  State  cannot  utilize  all  of  the  funds  apportioned  to  it  for 
the  purpose  of  this  section  the  Secretary  shall  make  further  apportionment,  on  the 
same  basis  as  the  initial  apportionment,  to  any  of  the  other  such  States  which 
justify  the  need  for  additional  funds  for  such  purpose. 

(c)  Of  the  remaining  sums  appropriated  for  the  purposes  of  this  section  for 
any  fiscal  year,  not  less  than  50  per  centum  shall  be  apportioned  among  States, 
other  than  Puerto  Rico,  the  Virgin  Islands,  Guam,  and  American  Samoa,  on  the 
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basis  of  the  following  factors  for  each  State:  (1)  the  number  of  free  or  reduced- 
price  lunches  served  in  accordance  with  section  105  of  this  title  in  the  preceding 
fiscal  year,  and  (2)  the  assistance  need  rate.  These  factors  shall  be  applied  in 
the  following  manner:  First,  determine  an  index  for  each  State  by  multiplying 
factors  (1)  and  (2) ;  second,  divide  this  index  by  the  sum  of  the  indexes  for  all 
such  States;  and,  third,  apply  the  figure  thus  obtained  to  the  total  funds  to  be 
apportioned.  If  any  such  State  cannot  utilize  all  of  the  funds  apportioned  to  it 
for  the  purpose  of  this  section  the  Secretary  shall  make  further  apportionment  of 
such  funds  together  with  the  remainder  of  the  funds  available  under  this  sub¬ 
section,  on  the  same  basis  as  the  initial  apportionment,  to  any  of  the  other  such 
States  which  justify  the  need  for  additional  funds  for  such  purpose. 

(d)  Funds  apportioned  and  paid  to  any  State  for  the  purpose  of  this  section  shall 
be  disbursed  to  selected  schools  in  such  State  to  assist  such  schools  in  the  purchase 
of  agricultural  and  other  foods  and  in  meeting  operational  costs  as  provided  in 
subsection  (e)  of  this  section.  The  selection  of  schools  and  the  amounts  of  funds 
that  each  shall  from  time  to  time  receive  (within  a  maximum  per  lunch  amount 
established  by  the  Secretary  for  all  the  States),  shall  be  determined  by  the  State 
educational  agency  on  the  basis  of  the  following  factors:  (1)  the  economic  condition 
of  the  area  from  which  such  schools  draw  attendance;  (2)  the  needs  of  children  in 
such  schools  for  free  or  reduced-price  lunches;  (3)  the  percentages  of  free  and  re¬ 
duced-price  lunches  being  served  in  such  schools  to  children;  (4)  the  prevailing 
price  of  lunches  in  such  schools  as  compared  with  the  average  prevailing  price  of 
lunches  served  in  the  State  under  this  title;  and  (5)  the  need  of  such  schools  for 
additional  assistance  as  reflected  by  the  financial  position  of  the  lunch  programs  in 
such  schools. 

(e)  In  circumstances  of  severe  need  where  the  maximum  rate  per  lunch  estab¬ 
lished  by  the  Secretary  is  deemed  insufficient  to  carry  on  an  effective  feeding 
program  in  a  school,  the  Secretary  may  authorize  financial  assistance  not  to 
exceed  90  per  centum  of  the  operating  costs  of  such  a  program,  including  the  cost 
of  obtaining,  preparing,  and  serving  food. 

(f)  If  in  any  State  the  State  educational  agency  is  not  permitted  by  law  to 
disburse  funds  paid  to  it  under  this  title  to  nonprofit  private  schools  in  the  State, 
the  Secretary  shall  withhold  from  the  funds  apportioned  to  such  State  under 
subsections  (b)  or  (c)  of  this  section  an  amount  which  bears  the  same  ratio  to 
such  funds  as  the  number  of  free  and  reduced- price  lunches  served  in  accordance  with 
section  105  of  this  title  in  the  preceding  fiscal  year  by  all  nonprofit  private  schools 
participating  in  the  program  under  this  title  in  such  State  bears  to  the  number 
of  such  free  and  reduced-price  lunches  served  during  such  year  by  all  schools  par¬ 
ticipating  in  the  program  under  this  title  in  such  State.  The  Secretary  shall 
disburse  the  funds  so  withheld  directly  to  the  nonprofit  private  schools  within 
such  State  for  the  same  purposes  and  subject  to  the  same  conditions  as  are  re¬ 
quired  of  a  State  educational  agency  disbursing  funds  made  available  under  this 
section. 

(g)  In  carrying  out  this  section,  the  terms  and  conditions  governing  the 
operation  of  the  program  set  forth  in  the  other  sections  of  this  title,  including 
those  applicable  to  funds  apportioned  pursuant  to  section  102,  but  excluding 
the  provisions  relating  to  matching,  shall  be  applicable  to  the  extent  they  are  not 
inconsistent  with  the  express  provisions  of  this  section. 

TITLE  II— SPECIAL  MILK  PROGRAM 

AUTHORIZATION 

Sec.  201.  The  Secretary  shall  formulate  and  carry  out  a  Special  Milk  Program 
to  assist  States  through  grants-in-aid  to  establish,  maintain,  and  expand  non¬ 
profit  programs  to  increase  the  consumption  of  fluid  whole  milk  by  children,  and 
particularly  by  needy  children,  in  schools  and  nonprofit  institutions. 

APPORTIONMENT  TO  STATES 

Sec.  202.  (a)  For  each  of  the  fiscal  years  1967  and  1968,  50  per  centum  of  the 
funds  appropriated  for  the  purposes  of  this  title  shall  be  apportioned  among  the 
fifty  States  and  the  District  of  Columbia  on  the  basis  of  the  ratio  of  the  number 
of  children  of  ages  five  through  seventeen  in  each  of  the  fifty  States  and  the 
District  of  Columbia  to  the  number  of  all  children  of  ages  five  through  seventeen 
in  the  fifty  States  and  the  District  of  Columbia. 

(b)  The  remaining  50  per  centum  of  the  funds  for  each  of  the  fiscal  years  1967 
and  1968  shall  be  held  by  the  Secretary  in  reserve  and  may  be  advanced  to  any 
of  the  fifty  States  and  the  District  of  Columbia  on  justification  of  need. 
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(c)  For  fiscal  year  1969  and  each  fiscal  year  thereafter  the  funds  appropriated 
for  the  purposes  of  this  title  shall  be  apportioned  among  the  fifty  States  and  the 
District  of  Columbia  on  the  basis  of  the  ratio  of  the  number  of  half  pints  of  milk 
reimbursed  with  funds  apportioned  under  this  section  in  each  such  State  in  the 
preceding  fiscal  year,  as  determined  by  the  Secretary,  to  the  total  number  of  half 
pints  of  milk  reimbursed  with  funds  apportioned  under  this  section  in  the  fifty 
States  and  the  District  of  Columbia  in  the  preceding  fiscal  year  as  determined  by 
the  Secretary. 

STATE  DISBURSEMENT  TO  SCHOOLS 

Sec.  203.  Funds  apportioned  and  paid  to  any  State  for  the  purpose  of  this  title 
shall  be  disbursed  to  schools  and  nonprofit  institutions,  determined  to  be  eligible 
by  the  State  educational  agency,  on  the  basis  of  the  following  priorities:  First,  to 
schools  without  a  food  service;  second,  for  needy  children  in  schools  with  a  food 
service;  and  third,  if  available  funds  permit,  to  schools  and  nonprofit  institutions 
for  all  children.  Disbursement  shall  be  made  at  such  rates  per  half  pint  of  fluid 
whole  milk  as  the  Secretary  shall  prescribe  and  shall  not  exceed  the  cost  to  the 
school  or  nonprofit  institution  of  obtaining  such  milk  for  service  to  children. 

NONPROFIT  PRIVATE  SCHOOLS  AND  PRIVATE  NONPROFIT  INSTITUTIONS 

Sec.  204.  If  in  any  State  the  State  educational  agency  is  not  permitted  by  law 
to  disburse  funds  paid  to  it  under  this  title  to  nonprofit  private  schools  and  private 
nonprofit  institutions  in  the  State,  the  Secretary  shall  withhold  from  the  funds 
apportioned  to  such  State  under  section  202  of  this  title  an  amount  in  each  of 
the  fiscal  years  1967  and  1968  which  bears  the  same  ratio  to  the  funds  apportioned 
to  the  State  as  the  number  of  children  of  ages  five  through  seventeen  enrolled  in 
nonprofit  private  schools  within  the  State  is  of  the  total  number  of  children  of 
ages  five  through  seventeen  enrolled  in  schools  within  the  State.  Each  fiscal 
year  thereafter,  the  Secretary  shall  withhold  from  the  funds  apportioned  to  any 
such  State  under  section  202  of  this  title  an  amount  which  bears  the  same  ratio 
to  such  funds  as  the  number  of  one-half  pints  of  milk  for  which  nonprofit  private 
schools  and  nonprofit  private  institutions  were  reimbursed  in  the  preceding  fiscal 
year  is  of  the  total  number  of  one-half  pints  of  milk  for  which  all  schools  and 
nonprofit  institutions  participating  in  the  program  under  this  title  in  the  State 
were  reimbursed.  The  Secretary  shall  disburse  the  funds  so  withheld  directly 
to  the  nonprofit  private  schools  and  nonprofit  institutions  within  such  State  for 
the  same  purposes  and  subject  to  the  same  conditions  as  are  required  of  a  State 
educational  agency  disbursing  funds  made  available  under  this  title. 

TITLE  III— SCHOOL  BREAKFAST  PROGRAM 

AUTHORIZATION 

Sec.  301.  The  Secretary  shall  formulate  and  carry  out  a  pilot  program  to 
assist  States  through  grants-in-aid  and  other  means,  to  initiate,  maintain  or 
expand  nonprofit  breakfast  programs  in  schools  drawing  attendance  from  areas 
in  which  poor  economic  conditions  exist  and  in  schools  to  which  a  substantial 
proportion  of  the  children  enrolled  must  travel  long  distances. 

APPORTIONMENT  TO  STATES 

Sec.  302.  (a)  Of  the  funds  appropriated  for  the  purposes  of  this  title  for  any 
fiscal  year,  the  Secretary  shall  reserve  3  per  centum  for  apportionment  to  Guam, 
the  Virgin  Islands,  Puerto  Rico,  and  American  Samoa.  Such  funds  shall  be 
apportioned  among  such  States  on  the  basis  of  the  ratio  of  the  number  of  children 
of  ages  five  through  seventeen  in  each  such  State  to  the  number  of  all  children  of 
ages  five  through  seventeen  in  all  such  States. 

(b)  Of  the  remainder  of  the  funds  appropriated,  the  Secretary  shall  for  each 
fiscal  year,  (1)  apportion  the  first  $2,500,000  equally  among  the  States,  other  than 
Guam,  the  Virgin  Islands,  Puerto  Rico,  and  American  Samoa,  and  (2)  shall  apportion 
the  remainder  among  such  States  on  the  basis  of  the  ratio  of  the  number  of  children 
in  each  State  of  ages  five  through  seventeen  in  families  with  incomes  of  less  than 
$2,000  per  annum  plus  the  number  of  children  of  ages  five  through  seventeen  in 
families  receiving  more  than  $2,000  per  annum  from  payments  under  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare’s  program  of  aid  to  families  with  depend¬ 
ent  children  to  the  total  number  of  such  children  in  the  fifty  States  and  the 
District  of  Columbia. 
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STATE  DISBURSEMENT  TO  SCHOOLS 

Sec.  303.  (a)  Funds  apportioned  and  paid  to  any  State  for  the  purpose  of  this 
title  shall  be  disbursed  by  the  State  educational  agency  to  schools  selected  by  the 
State  educational  agency,  to  reimburse  such  schools  for  the  cost  of  obtaining 
agricultural  and  other  foods  for  consumption  by  children  in  a  breakfast  program 
and  for  the  purpose  of  subsection  (b).  Such  food  costs  may  include,  in  addition 
to  the  purchase  price,  the  cost  of  processing,  distributing,  transporting,  storing, 
and  handling.  Disbursement  to  schools  shall  be  made  at  such  rates  per  meal 
or  on  such  other  basis  as  the  Secretary  shall  prescribe.  In  selecting  schools,  the 
State  educational  agency  shall,  to  the  extent  practicable,  give  first  consideration 
to  those  schools  drawing  attendance  from  areas  in  which  poor  economic  conditions 
exist. 

(b)  In  circumstances  of  severe  need  where  the  rate  per  meal  established  by  the 
Secretary  is  deemed  by  him  insufficient  to  carry  on  an  effective  breakfast  program 
in  a  school,  the  Secretary  may  authorize  financial  assistance  up  to  90  per  centum 
of  the  operating  costs  of  such  a  program,  including  cost  of  obtaining,  preparing, 
and  serving  food. 

NUTRITIONAL  AND  OTHER  PROGRAM  REQUIREMENTS 

Sec.  304.  Breakfasts  served  by  schools  participating  in  the  school  breakfast 
program  under  this  title  shall  consists  of  a  combination  of  foods  and  shall  meet 
minimum  nutritional  requirements  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  on  the  basis 
of  tested  nutritional  research.  Such  breakfasts  shall  be  served  without  cost  or 
at  a  reduced  cost  to  children  who  are  determined  by  local  school  authorities  to  be 
unable  to  pay  the  full  cost  of  the  breakfast.  In  making  such  determinations, 
such  local  authorities  should,  to  the  extent  practicable,  consult  with  public  welfare 
and  health  agencies.  No  physical  segregation  of  or  other  discrimination  against 
any  child  shall  be  made  by  the  school  because  of  his  inability  to  pay. 

NONPROFIT  PRIVATE  SCHOOLS 

Sec.  305.  If  in  any  State  the  State  educational  agency  is  not  permitted  by  law 
to  disburse  the  funds  paid  to  it  under  this  title  to  nonprofit  private  schools,  the 
Secretary  shall  withhold  from  the  funds  apportioned  to  any  such  State  under 
section  302  of  this  title  an  amount  based  on  the  ratio  of  the  number  of  children 
enrolled  in  nonprofit  private  schools  within  the  State  to  the  total  nufnber  of 
children  enrolled  in  all  schools  within  the  State.  The  Secretary  shall  disburse  the 
funds  so  withheld  directly  to  the  nonprofit  private  schools  within  such  State  for 
the  same  purposes  and  subject  to  the  same  conditions  as  are  required  of  a  State 
educational  agency  disbursing  funds  made  available  under  this  title. 

TITLE  IV— SPECIAL  FOOD  SERVICE  PROGRAMS 
FOR  NEEDY  CHILDREN 

AUTHORIZATION 

Sec.  401.  In  further  recognition  of  the  impact  of  inadequate  nutrition  on  the 
health  and  well-being  of  children,  particularly  those  from  low-income  families, 
the  Secretary  shall  formulate  and  carry  out  a  pilot  program  to  assist  nonprofit 
institutions  such  as  child  day-care  centers,  settlement  houses,  and  summer  camps, 
which  do  not  maintain  children  in  residence  for  periods  in  excess  of  three  months 
and  which  draw  attendance  from  areas  in  which  poor  economic  conditions  exist, 
to  establish,  maintain,  and  expand  food  service  for  children  in  group  situations 
away  from  home.  Such  food  service  may  be  furnished  on  a  seasonal  or  more 
extended  basis. 

APPORTIONMENT  TO  STATES 

Sec.  402.  (a)  Of  the  funds  appropriated  for  the  purposes  of  this  title  for  any 
fiscal  year,  the  Secretary  shall  reserve  3  per  centum  for  apportionment  to  Guam, 
Puerto  Rico,  the  Virgin  Islands,  and  American  Samoa.  Such  funds  shall  be 
apportioned  among  such  States  on  the  basis  of  the  number  of  children  of  ages 
five  through  seventeen  in  each  such  State  to  the  number  of  all  children  of  ages 
five  through  seventeen  in  all  such  States. 

(b)  Of  the  remainder  of  the  funds  appropriated,  the  Secretary  shall,  for  each 
fiscal  year  (1)  apportion  such  sums  as  he  deems  appropriate  but  not  more  than 
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$50,000  to  each  State,  other  than  Guam,  Puerto  Rico,  the  Virgin  Islands,  and 
American  Samoa,  as  a  basic  grant,  and  (2)  apportion  the  remainder  among  such 
States  on  the  basis  of  the  ratio  of  the  number  of  children  in  each  State  of  ages 
five  through  seventeen  in  families  with  incomes  of  less  than  $2,000  per  annum 
plus  the  number  of  children  of  ages  five  through  seventeen  in  families  receiving 
more  than  $2,000  per  annum  from  payments  under  the  Department  of  Health, 
Education,  and  Welfare’s  program  of  aid  to  families  with  dependent  children 
to  the  total  number  of  such  children  in  the  fifty  States  and  the  District  of 
Columbia. 

(c)  If  any  State  cannot  utilize  all  funds  so  apportioned  to  it,  or  if  additional 
funds  are  made  available  for  apportionment  under  this  section  among  the  States, 
the  Secretary  shall  make  further  apportionments  to  the  remaining  States  in  the 
same  manner. 

disbursement  by  states 

Sec.  403.  (a)  Funds  apportioned  and  paid  to  any  State  for  the  purpose  of  this 
title  shall  be  disbursed  by  the  State  educational  agency  to  nonprofit  institutions 
selected  by  the  State  educational  agency  to  reimburse  such  nonprofit  institutions 
for  the  cost  of  obtaining  agricultural  and  other  foods  and  for  the  purposes  of  sub¬ 
sections  (b)  and  (c)  of  this  section.  The  costs  of  obtaining  agricultural  and  other 
foods  may  include  the  cost  of  processing,  distributing,  transporting  or  handling 
I.  thereof.  Disbursement  to  participating  institutions  shall  be  made  at  such  rates  of 
'  reimbursement  per  meal  or  on  such  other  basis  as  the  Secretary  shall  prescribe. 
In  selecting  the  nonprofit  institutions,  the  State  educational  agency  shall  to  the 
extent  practicable,  give  first  consideration  to  those  institutions  with  the  highest 
proportion  of  children  from  low-income  families. 

(b)  In  circumstances  of  severe  need  where  the  rate  per  meal  established  by  the 
Secretary  is  insufficient  to  carry  on  an  effective  feeding  program,  the  Secretary 
may  authorize  financial  assistance  not  to  exceed  90  per  centum  of  the  operating 
costs  of  such  a  program,  including  cost  of  obtaining,  preparing,  and  serving  food. 

(c)  Not  to  exceed  25  per  centum  of  the  funds  paid  to  any  State  may  be  used  by 
the  State  to  assist  nonprofit  institutions  serving  needy  children  in  the  purchase  or 
rental  of  facilities,  other  than  land  and  buildings,  for  the  storage,  preparation, 
transportation,  and  serving  of  food  to  enable  such  institutions  to  establish, 
maintain,  and  expand  food  service  under  this  title. 

DIRECT  PAYMENTS 

Sec.  404.  If  in  any  State  the  State  educational  agency  is  not  permitted  by  law  or 
is  otherwise  unable  to  disburse  the  funds  paid  to  it  under  this  title  to  any  nonprofit 
institution  in  the  State,  the  Secretary  shall  withhold  all  funds  apportioned  under 
this  title  and  shall  disburse  the  funds  so  withheld  directly  to  nonprofit  institutions 
in  the  State  for  the  same  purposes  and  subject  to  the  same  conditions  as  are  re¬ 
quired  of  a  State  educational  agency  disbursing  funds  made  available  under  this 
title. 

OBLIGATION  OF  FUNDS 

Sec.  405.  Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  any  other  law,  balances  of  funds 
appropriated  for  the  purposes  of  this  section  and  unobligated  at  the  end  of  any 
fiscal  year  shall  remain  available  for  obligation  during  the  first  three  months  of  the 
following  fiscal  year  only  to  assist  those  child-feeding  activities  that  are  wholly 
seasonal  in  nature,  such  as  summer  camps  and  summer  recreational  programs. 

NUTRITIONAL  AND  OTHER  PROGRAM  REQUIREMENTS 

Sec.  403.  Nonprofit  institutions  to  which  funds  are  disbursed  under  this  title 
shall  serve  meals  consisting  of  a  combination  of  foods  and  meeting  minimum  nu¬ 
tritional  standards  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  on  the  basis  of  tested  nutritional 
research.  Such  meals  shall  be  served  without  cost  or  at  a  reduced  cost  to  children 
determined  by  such  institutions  to  be  unable  to  pay  the  full  cost.  In  making  such 
determination,  institutional  authorities  should,  to  the  extent  practicable,  con  suit 
with  public  welfare  and  health  agencies.  No  physical  segregation  or  other  dis¬ 
crimination  against  any  child  shall  be  made  because  of  his  inability  to  pay. 
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TITLE  V— NONFOOD  ASSISTANCE  PROGRAM 

AUTHORIZATION 

Sec.  501.  The  Secretary  shall  formulate  and  carry  out  a  program  to  assist  the 
States  through  grants-in-aid  and  other  means  to  supply  schools  drawing  attendance 
from  areas  in  which  poor  economic  conditions  exist  with  facilities,  other  than  land 
and  buildings,  for  the  storage,  preparation,  transportation,  and  serving  of  food  to 
enable  such  schools  to  establish,  maintain,  and  expand  school  food  service  pro¬ 
grams. 

APPORTIONMENTS  TO  STATES 

Sec.  502.  The  Secretary  shall  apportion  the  funds  appropriated  for  the  pur¬ 
poses  of  this  title  among  the  States  during  each  fiscal  year  on  the  same  basis  as 
apportionments  are  made  under  section  102  of  title  I  of  the  Act  for  supplying 
agricultural  and  other  foods,  except  that  apportionment  to  American  Samoa  for 
any  fiscal  year  shall  be  on  the  same  basis  as  the  apportionment  to  the  other  States. 
Payments  to  any  State  of  funds  apportioned  for  any  fiscal  year  shall  be  made 
upon  condition  that  one -fourth  of  the  cost  of  any  facilities  financed  under  this 
title  shall  be  borne  by  State  or  local  funds. 

STATE  DISBURSEMENT  TO  SCHOOLS 

Sec.  503.  Funds  apportioned  and  paid  to  any  State  for  the  purpose  of  this 
title  shall  be  disbursed  by  the  State  educational  agency  to  assist  schools,  which 
draw  attendance  from  areas  in  which  poor  economic  conditions  exist  and  which 
have  no,  or  grossly  inadequate  facilities,  to  conduct  a  school  food  service  program, 
and  to  acquire  such  facilities.  Disbursements  to  any  school  may  be  made,  by 
advances  or  reimbursements,  only  after  approval  by  the  State  educational  agency 
of  a  request  by  the  school  for  funds,  accompanied  by  a  detailed  description  of  the 
facilities  to  be  acquired  and  the  plans  for  the  use  thereof  in  effectively  meeting 
the  nutritional  needs  of  children  in  the  school. 

NONPROFIT  PRIVATE  SCHOOLS 

Sec.  504.  If  in  any  State  the  State  educational  agency  is  not  permitted  by  law 
to  disburse  the  funds  paid  to  it  under  this  title  to  nonprofit  private  schools  in  the 
State,  the  Secretary  shall  withhold  from  the  funds  apportioned  to  such  State 
under  section  502  an  amount  winch  bears  the  same  ratio  to  such  funds  as  the 
number  of  lunches,  consisting  of  a  combination  of  foods  and  meeting  the  minimum 
requirements  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  under  section  105  of  this  Act,  served 
in  the  preceding  fiscal  year  by  all  nonprofit  private  schools  participating  in  the 
program  under  title  I  within  the  State,  as  determined  by  the  Secretary,  bears  to 
the  participation  rate  for  the  State.  The  Secretary  shall  disburse  the  funds  so 
withheld  directly  to  the  nonprofit  private  schools  within  such  State  for  the  same 
purposes  and  subject  to  the  same  conditions  as  are  required  of  a  State  educa¬ 
tional  agency  disbursing  funds  made  available  under  this  title. 

TITLE  VI— DEFINITIONS  AND  GENERAL  PROVISIONS 

DEFINITIONS 

Sec.  601.  For  the  purposes  of  this  Act — 

(a)  “State”  means  any  of  the  fifty  States,  the  District  of  Columbia,  the 
Commonwealth  of  Puerto  Rico,  the  Virgin  Islands,  Guam,  or  American  Samoa. 

(b)  “State  educational  agency”  means,  as  the  State  legislature  may  determine, 
(1)  the  chief  State  school  officer  (such  as  the  State  superintendent  of  public  in¬ 
struction,  commissioner  of  education,  or  similar  officer),  or  (2)  a  board  of  education 
controlling  the  State  department  of  education. 

(c)  “Nonprofit  private  school”  means  any  private  school  exempt  from  income 
tax  under  section  501(c)(3)  of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  of  1954. 

(d)  “Nonprofit  institution”  means  any  public  or  private  institution,  except  a 
school  or  other  educational  institution  of  higher  learning,  wrhich  provides  for  the 
care  and  training  of  children  and  no  part  of  the  earnings  of  which  inures  to  the 
benefit  of  any  private  shareholder  or  institution. 

(e)  “Participation  rate”  for  a  State  means  a  number  equal  to  the  total  number 
of  lunches,  consisting  of  a  combination  of  foods  and  meeting  the  minimum  re¬ 
quirements  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  pursuant  to  section  105  of  this  Act,  served 
in  the  preceding  fiscal  year  by  schools  participating  in  the  programs  under  title  I 
of  this  Act  in  the  State,  as  determined  by  the  Secretary. 
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(f)  “Assistance  need  rate”  (1)  in  the  case  of  any  State  whose  per  capita  income 
is  equal  to  or  greater  than  the  annual  per  capita  income  for  all  the  States,  shall 
be  five;  and  (2)  in  the  case  of  any  State  having  an  average  annual  per  capita 
income  less  than  the  average  annual  per  capita  income  for  all  the  States,  shall  be 
the  product  of  five  and  the  quotient  obtained  by  dividing  the  average  annual 
per  capita  income  for  all  the  States  by  the  average  annual  per  capita  income  for 
such  State,  except  that  such  product  may  not  exceed  nine  for  any  such  State. 
For  the  purposes  of  this  paragraph  the  average  annual  per  capita  income  for  any 
State  and  for  all  the  States  shall  be  determined  by  the  Secretary  on  the  basis  of 
the  average  annual  per  capita  income  for  each  State  and  for  all  the  States  for  the 
three  most  recent  years  for  which  such  data  are  available:  and  the  average  annual 
per  capita  income  for  American  Samoa  shall  be  disregarded  in  determining  the 
average  annual  per  capita  income  for  all  the  States  for  periods  ending  before  July  1, 
1967. 

(g)  “School”  means  any  public  or  nonprofit  private  school  of  high  school  grade 
and  under,  including  kindergarten  and  preschool  programs  operated  by  such 
school. 

(h)  “Secretary”  means  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

ACCOUNTS  AND  RECORDS 

Sec.  602.  States,  State  educational  agencies,  schools,  and  nonprofit  institutions 
participating  in  programs  under  this  Act  shall  keep  such  accounts  and  records 
as  may  be  necessary  to  enable  the  Secretary  to  determine  whether  there  has  been 
compliance  with  this  Act  and  the  regulations  hereunder.  Such  accounts  and 
records  shall  at  all  times  be  available  for  inspection  and  audit  by  representatives 
of  the  Secretary  and  shall  be  preserved  for  such  period  of  time,  not  in  excess  of 
three  years,  as  the  Secretary  determines  is  necessary. 

PROHIBITIONS 

Sec.  603.  (a)  In  carrying  out  the  provisions  of  this  Act,  neither  the  Secretary 
nor  the  State  shall  impose  any  requirements  with  respect  to  teaching  personnel, 
curriculum,  instruction,  methods  of  instruction,  and  materials  of  instruction  in  any 
school  or  nonprofit  institution. 

(b)  The  value  of  assistance  to  children  under  this  Act  shall  not  be  considered  to 
be  income  or  resources  for  any  purpose  under  any  Federal  or  State  laws  including, 
but  not  limited  to,  laws  relating  to  taxation,  welfare,  and  public  assistance  pro¬ 
grams. 

(c)  Expenditures  of  funds  from  State  and  local  sources  for  the  maintenance  of 
food  programs  for  children  shall  not  be  diminished  as  a  result  of  funds  received  under 
this  Act. 

PAYMENTS  TO  STATES 

Sec.  604.  The  Secretary  shall  certify  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  from  time 
to  time  the  amounts  to  be  paid  to  any  State  under  this  Act  and  the  time  or  times 
(such  amounts  are  to  be  paid;  and  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  shall  pay  to  the 
State  at  the  time  or  times  fixed  by  the  Secretary  the  amounts  so  certified. 

STATE  ADMINISTRATIVE  EXPENSES 

Sec.  605.  The  Secretary  may  utilize  not  to  exceed  1%  per  centum  of  the  total 
funds  appropriated  under  this  Act  for  any  fiscal  year  for  advances  to  each  State 
educational  agency  for  use  for  its  administrative  expenses  in  carrying  out  pro¬ 
grams  under  this  Act:  Provided,  That  no  such  agency  shall  receive  a  sum  greater 
than  1  per  centum  of  the  funds  apportioned  to  it  under  this  Act,  or  $7,500,  which¬ 
ever  is  greater.  The  amount  of  such  payments  shall  be  deducted  from  such 
appropriated  funds  prior  to  any  apportionment  thereof  under  this  Act. 

SELECTION  OF  SCHOOLS 

Sec.  606.  In  the  selection  of  schools  to  receive  Federal  assistance  under  section 
107  and  under  titles  II,  III,  IV  and  V  of  this  Act  and  in  the  selection  of  nonprofit 
institutions  to  receive  assistance  under  title  IV  of  this  Act,  the  State  agency 
shall  adopt  the  methods  and  procedures  necessary  to  assure  coordination  with  and 
give,  where  the  need  is  comparable,  preference  to  programs  carried  on  under  the 
Elementary  and  Secondary  Education  Act  of  1965  and  the  Economic  Oppor¬ 
tunity  Act  of  1964  in  such  schools  or  institutions. 
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UTILIZATION  OF  FOODS 

Sec.  607.  Each  school  and  nonprofit  institution  participating  under  this  Act 
shall,  insofar  as  practicable,  utilize  in  its  program  foods  designated  from  time  to 
time  by  the  Secretary  as  being  in  abundance,  either  nationally  or  in  the  school 
area,  or  foods  donated  by  the  Secretaiy.  Foods  available  under  section  416  of 
the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949  (63  Stat.  1058),  as  amended,  or  purchased  under 
section  32  of  the  Act  of  August  24,  1935  (49  Stat.  774),  as  amended,  or  section  709 
of  the  Food  and  Agriculture  Act  of  1965  (79  Stat.  1212),  may  be  donated  by  the 
Secretary  to  schools,  in  accordance  with  the  needs  as  determined  by  local  school 
authorities,  and  to  nonprofit  institutions  for  utilization  in  their  feeding  programs 
under  this  Act,  as  well  as  to  other  schools  carrying  out  nonprofit  school  lunch 
programs  and  other  institutions  authorized  to  receive  such  foods. 

NONPROFIT  PROGRAMS 

Sec.  608.  The  food  and  milk  service  programs  in  schools  and  nonprofit  institu¬ 
tions  receiving  assistance  under,. this  Act  shall  be  conducted  on  a  nonprofit  basis. 

STATISTICAL  DATA 

Sec.  609.  Data  on  numbersTof  children  of  ages  five  through  seventeen  and  oni 
per  capita  income  shall  be  made  available  by  the  Secretarj'  of  Commerce  to  the* 
Secretary  and,  except  where} otherwise  expressly  stated  in  this  Act,  shall  be  the 
latest  available. 

REGULATIONS 

Sec.  610.  The  Secretary  shall  prescribe  such  regulations  as  he  may  deem  neces¬ 
sary  to  carry  out  this  Act. 


APPROPRIATIONS  AUTHORIZED 

Sec.  611.  For  each  fiscal  year  there  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated 
such  funds  as  may  be  necessary  to  enable  the  Secretary  to  carry  out  each  of  the 
titles  of  this  Act:  Provided ,  however,  That  no  appropriation  shall  be  made  for 
purposes  of  titles  III  and  IV  for  any  fiscal  year  commencing  on  or  after  July  1, 
1969,  unless  otherwise  expressly  authorized. 

EFFECTIVE  DATES 

Sec.  612.  This  Act  shall  be  effective  upon  enactment,  except  that  titles  I  and 
II  of  this  Act  shall  be  effective  beginning  with  the  first  fiscal  year  after  enactment 
and  shall  supersede,  respectively,  the  National  School  Lunch  Act  (60  Stat.  230), 
as  amended,  and  the  Act  of  July  1,  1958  (72  Stat.  276),  as  amended.  For  the  first 
year  of  operation,  references  in  title  I  and  title  II  of  this  Act  to  participation  in  the 
preceding  fiscal  year  shall  refer  to  participation,  respectively,  in  the  programs 
under  the  National  School  Lunch  Act,  as  amended,  and  the  Act  of  July  1,  1958, 
as  amended.  i 

(The  following  bills  H.R.  12803,  Mr.  Grider;  H.R.  12804,  Mr. 
Horton;  H.R.  12805,  Mr.  Stalbaum;  H.R.  12806,  Mr.  Sisk;  H.R. 
12846,  Mr.  Nelsen;  H.R.  12854,  Mr.  Thomson  of  Wisconsin;  H.R. 
12863,  Mr.  Laird;  H.R.  12894,  Mr.  Dow;  H.R.  12984,  Mr.  Olson  of 
Minnesota;  H.R.  12958,  Mr.  Anderson  of  Illinois;  H.R.  13043,  Mr. 
Culver;  H.R.  13113,  Mr.  Clark;  H.R.  13118,  Mr.  King  of  Utah; 
H.R.  13124,  Mr.  Race;  H.R.  13127,  Mr.  Shipley;  H.R.  13131,  Mr. 
Walker  of  New  Mexico;  H.R.  13214,  Mr.  Sweeney;  H.R.  13231,  Mr. 
O’Neill  of  Massachusetts;  H.R.  13234,  Mr.  Resnick;  H.R.  13263, 
Mr.  Taylor;  H.R.  13273,  Mr.  Kastenmeier;  H.R.  13310,  Mr.  Dent; 
H.R.  13316,  Mr.  Hall;  H.R.  13351,  Mr.  Roberts;  H.R.  13433,  Mr. 
Rodino;  H.R.  13449,  Mr.  Helstoski;  H.R.  13487,  Mr.  Roudebush; 
H.R.  13489,  Mr.  St.  Onge;  H.R.  13550,  Mr.  Cooley;  H.R.  13590,  Mr. 
Wright;  H.R.  13668,  Mr.  Bandstra;  H.R.  13670,  Mr.  Burke;  H.R. 
13705,  Mr.  Beckworth;  H.R.  13721,  Mr.  Ashmore;  H.R.  13781,  Mr. 
Whalley;  H.R.  13888,  Mr.  Tunney;  H.R.  13916,  Mr.  Anderson  of 
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Tennessee;  PI.R.  13947,  Mr.  Teague  of  Texas;  H.R.  14059,  Mr. 
Dowdy;  H.R.  14255,  Mr.  Patman;  H.R.  14287,  Mr.  Roncalio;  H.R. 
14317,  Mr.  Edwards  of  California;  H.R.  14482,  Mr.  Scliisler;  are 
similar  and  would  extend  the  special  milk  program  for  children. 
The  text  follows:) 

[H.R.  12805,  89th  Cong.,  2d  sess.] 

A  BILL  To  provide  a  special  milk  program  for  children 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled,  That  this  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  “Children’s 
Special  Milk  Act”. 

Sec.  2.  The  Secretary  of  Agriculture  is  hereby  authorized  and  directed,  under 
such  rules  and  regulations  as  he  may  deem  in  the  public  interest,  to  encourage 
the  consumption  of  fluid  milk  by  children  in  the  United  States  in  (1)  nonprofit 
schools  of  high  school  grade  and  under,  and  (2)  nonprofit  nursery  schools,  child¬ 
care  centers,  settlement  houses,  summer  camps,  and  similar  nonprofit  institutions 
devoted  to  the  care  and  training  of  children.  For  the  purposes  of  this  Act 
“United  States”  means  the  fifty  States,  the  District  of  Columbia,  the  Common¬ 
wealth  of  Puerto  Rico,  the  Virgin  Islands,  Guam,  and  American  Samoa. 

Sec.  3.  All  sums  appropriated  under  this  Act,  less  such  amounts  as  the  Secretary 
shall  determine  to  be  reasonable  and  necessary  for  his  administrative  costs  and 
reserves,  shall  be  allocated  at  the  earliest  possible  date  for  the  use  of  nonprofit 
schools  and  other  nonprofit  institutions  desiring  to  participate  in  the  program  and 
shall  be  used  to  reimburse  such  nonprofit  schools  and  other  nonprofit  institutions 
for  fluid  milk  served  to  children.  Any  such  allocation,  or  portion  thereof,  which 
the  Secretary  shall  determine  will  not  be  fully  utilized  by  any  such  nonprofit 
school  or  other  nonprofit  institution  as  then  allocated,  shall  be  reallocated  by  the 
Secretary  so  as  to  accomplish  maximum  use  of  such  funds. 

Sec.  4.  For  the  purpose  of  carrying  out  this  Act,  there  is  hereby  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1967,  not  less  than  $1 10,000,000; 
for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1968,  not  less  than  $115,000,000;  and  for  the 
fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1969,  and  each  succeeding  fiscal  year  thereafter,  not 
less  than  $120,000,000. 

(The  following  bills:  H.R.  12907,  Mr.  Quie;  H.R.  13006,  Mr.  Wid- 
nall;  H.R.  13047,  Mr.  Duncan  of  Tennessee;  H.R.  13058,  Mr.  Reifel; 
H.R.  13061,  Mr.  Stafford;  H.R.  13143,  Mr.  Dole;  H.R.  13164,  Mr. 
Harvey  of  Michigan;  H.R.  13204,  Mr.  Harvey  of  Indiana;  H.R. 
13209,  Mr.  Howard;  H.R.  13275,  Mr.  Kornegay;  H.R.  13427,  Mr. 
Fulton  of  Pennsylvania;  H.R.  13433,  Mr.  Rodino;  H.R.  13439, 
Mr.  Stratton;  H.R.  13630,  Mrs.  Mink;  H.R.  13707,  Mr.  Bingham; 
H.R.  13717,  Mr.  Schmidhauser ;  H.R.  13755,  Mr.  Dulski;  H.R.  13761, 
Mr.  Keith;  H.R.  13814,  Mr.  McCarthy;  H.R.  13873,  Mr.  McEwen; 
H.R.  13878,  Mr.  Ottinger;  H.R.  14147,  Mr.  Minshall;  H.R.  14203, 
Mr.  Multer;  H.R.  14285,  Mr.  Meeds;  H.R.  14326,  Mr.  O’Brien; 
H.R.  14350,  Mr.  King  of  New  York;  H.R.  14439,  Mr.  Springer;  are 
similar  and  would  make  permanent  the  special  milk  program  for 
children.) 

[H.R.  12907,  89th  Cong.,  2d  sess.] 

A  BILL  To  provide  a  permanent  special  milk  program  for  children 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled,  That  this  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  “Children’s 
Special  Milk  Act  of  1966.” 

LEGISLATIVE  FINDING 

Sec.  2.  The  Congress  finds  that  the  increased  consumption  of  fluid  milk  by  a 
maximum  number  of  American  children  is  in  the  public  interest  in  order  to 
promote  public  health  and  nutrition;  to  create  and  develop  markets  for  dairy 
products  produced  by  American  farmers;  and  to  effectively  and  efficiently  supple¬ 
ment  the  dairy  price  support  activities  of  the  United  States  Department  of 
Agriculture. 

Sec.  3.  The  Act  of  July  1,  1958,  as  amended  (72  Stat.  276;  74  Stat.  84;  75  Stat. 
147;  75  Stat.  319),  is  hereby  repealed. 


12 


THE  CHILD  NUTRITION  ACT 


Sec.  4.  The  Secretary  of  Agriculture  shall,  under  such  rules  and  regulations'as 
he  may  deem  in  the  public  interest,  encourage  the  consumption  of  fluid  milk  by 
children  in  the  United  States  in  (1)  nonprofit  schools  of  high  school  grade  and 
under,  and  (2)  nonprofit  nursery  schools,  child-care  centers,  settlement  houses, 
summer  camps,  and  similar  nonprofit  institutions  devoted  to  the  care  and  training 
of  children.  For  the  purposes  of  this  Act  “United  States”  means  the  fifty  States 
and  the  District  of  Columbia. 

Sec.  5.  All  sums  appropriated  under  this  Act,  less  such  amounts  as  the  Secre¬ 
tary  shall  determine  to  be  reasonable  and  necessary  for  his  administrative  costs 
and  reserves,  shall  be  allocated  at  the  earliest  possible  date  for  the  use  of  nonprofit 
schools  and  other  nonprofit  institutions  desiring  to  participate  in  the  program  and 
shall  be  used  to  reimburse  such  nonprofit  schools  and  other  nonprofit  institutions 
for  fluid  milk  served  to  children.  Any  such  allocation,  or  portion  thereof,  which 
the  Secretary  shall  determine  will  not  be  fully  utilized  by  any  such  nonprofit 
school  or  other  nonprofit  institution  as  then  allocated,  shall  be  reallocated  by  the 
Secretary  so  as  to  accomplish  maximum  use  of  such  funds. 

Sec.  6.  There  are  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  such  sums  as  may  be 
necessary  to  carry  out  the  purposes  of  this  Act,  but  for  the  fiscal  year  ending 
June  30,  1966,  not  to  exceed  $105,000,000;  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1967, 
not  to  exceed  $110,000,000;  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1968,  not  to  exceed 
$115,000,000;  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1969,  and  each  succeeding  fiscal 
year  thereafter,  not  to  exceed  $120,000,000. 

The  Chairman.  We  have  with  us  this  morning  the  Honorable 
Orville  L.  Freeman,  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

We  are  glad  to  have  you  here  and  we  will  be  happy  to  hear  from 
you  now. 
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STATEMENT  OF  HON.  ORVILLE  L.  FREEMAN,  SECRETARY  OF 
AGRICULTURE;  ACCOMPANIED  BY  HOWARD  P.  DAVIS,  DEPUTY 
ADMINISTRATOR,  CONSUMER  FOOD  PROGRAMS,  CONSUMER 
AND  MARKETING  SERVICE,  U.S.  DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 


Secretary  Freeman.  Mr.  Chairman  and  gentlemen  of  the  com¬ 
mittee. 

I  always  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  be  here,  your  courtesy,  and 
that  of  the  committee. 

I  have  a  short  statement  this  morning.  I  know  that  time  has  run 
on  for  you.  I  will  present  it  as  rapidly  as  I  can  and  will  be  pleased 
to  do  my  best  to  respond  to  questions. 

I  am  pleased  to  testify  in  support  of  H.R.  13361,  the  Child  Nutrition 
Act  of  1966.  These  proposals  will  permit  us  to  begin  a  comprehensive  f 
effort  to  broaden  child  nutrition  programs  in  this  country.  They  are 
based  on  what  we  have  learned  in  20  years  of  administration  of  the 
National  School  Lunch  Act,  and  they  reflect  a  careful  assessment  of 
gaps  which  now  exist  in  the  nutritional  needs  of  children  in  this 
country. 

The  Administration  goal  for  child  nutrition  is  quite  simple.  It  is  to 
provide  every  child,  regardless  of  the  family’s  income,  with  access  to 
a  complete  meal  during  the  day  when  he  or  she  is  away  from  home. 

To  close  the  nutrition  gap: 

We  want  to  double  the  number  of  children  who  now  receive  a  free 
or  reduced  price  meal  through  the  school  lunch  program. 

We  want  to  provide  assistance  to  those  schools  without  lunch 
facilities  where  9  million  children  are  enrolled  today. 

We  want  to  see  the  success — and  the  benefits — of  the  school  lunch 
program  duplicated  in  the  growing  number  of  food  service  programs 
for  children  outside  the  school  system,  such  as  day-care  centers,  pre- 
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school  activities,  and  summer  camps — particularly  those  serving  chil¬ 
dren  of  low-income  families. 

We  want  to  see  to  it  that  a  child  who  arrives  at  school  with  an 
empty  stomach  does  not  have  to  wait  until  lunch  before  he  or  she 
gets  anything  to  eat. 

We  want  to  extend  the  administrative  machinery  that  has  worked 
so  well  for  the  national  school  lunch  program  to  the  new  activities  and 
provide  administrative  funds  to  the  States  to  make  this  possible. 

No  one  questions  the  importance  of  good  nutrition  to  the  physical 
and  mental  health  of  our  children,  to  their  alertness  and  ability  to 
learn.  The  20  years  of  experience  with  the  lunch  program — the  wide 
acceptance  and  support  the  program  commands — demonstrates  the 
direct  relationship  of  good  nutrition  to  the  learning  process. 

This  year  in  some  71,000  schools  across  the  Nation  more  than  IS 
million  children  will  consume  a  record  3  billion  lunches.  This  program 
represents  the  largest  single  group-feeding  effort  anywhere  in  the 
world.  It  supports  a  business  with  an  annual  volume  of  some  $1.5 
billion.  Significantly,  the  largest  portion  of  this  cost  is  provided  at 
State  and  local  levels,  including  payments  from  the  children  who 
receive  the  food.  Federal  support,  which  in  dollars  and  donated  food 
from  surplus  stocks  amounts  to  about  $325  million  a  year  is  largely 
a  catalyst  to  encourage  the  States  to  establish  the  program  and  the 
schools  to  participate  in  it. 

Over  the  years,  program  growth  has  been  steady  and  sound  at  an 
annual  rate  of  6  to  8  percent.  We  have  been  pleased  by  this  growth. 
But  we  are  also  concerned  that  poor  nutrition — and  malnutrition — 
still  curtails  the  learning  capacity  of  too  many  children  today. 

Shortly  after  I  came  to  the  Department,  I  asked  that  a  survey  be 
made  of  the  child  nutrition  efforts  we  were  then  carrying  out. 
I  wanted  to  know  just  where  we  stood:  Was  this  Nation,  blessed  with 
an  abundant  agriculture,  meeting  the  needs  of  its  children?  Were 
we,  for  example,  reaching  children  most  in  need  of  improved  nutrition? 

The  results  were  jarring,  to  put  it  mildly.  We  found  a  gap  which 
was  steadily  growing  and  would  continue  to  grow  unless  additional 
steps  would  be  taken  to  meet  it. 

We  found  there  were  9  million  children  in  schools  with  no  food 
service. 

One  million  of  these  are  children  of  poverty  and  should  have  a  free 
or  reduced-price  meal,  if  it  were  available. 

Beyond  this,  we  found  another  half  million  needy  children  in  schools 
equipped  with  lunch  facilities  who  should  also  have  free  or  reduced- 
price  meals  but  who  could  not  because  local  resources  were  inadequate. 

The  schools  without  facilities  are,  for  the  most  part,  those  in  down¬ 
town  urban  areas  or  in  isolated  rural  areas.  A  great  many  of  these 
schools  draw  attendance  from  children  of  low-income  families.  These 
schools  and  these  children  need  help. 

Then  another  question  naturally  arises:  If  the  lunch  program  is 
good  for  children  during  the  school  year,  what  can  be  done  to  maintain 
that  same  sound  level  of  nutrition  when  school  is  out?  The  need 
for  good  nutrition  does  not  diminish  during  the  summer  months  when 
the  schools  in  the  lunch  program  suspend  operations. 

Even  though  lunch  programs  may  be  suspended  during  the  summer 
months,  thousands  of  children  can  continue  to  share  in  our  food 
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abundance  through  summer  programs  in  which  they  are  enrolled, 
such  as  playgrounds,  camping  activities,  and  day-care  centers. 

In  addition  to  the  need  for  low-cost  lunches  and  nonschool  feeding 
programs,  a  new  problem  has  developed  in  recent  years  which  adds 
greatly  to  the  nutrition  gap  among  young  people.  Too  many  of  our 
children  arrive  at  school  without  a  proper  breakfast...  Many  children 
in  rural  areas  travel  long  distances  by  bus  while  in  urban  areas  a 
child’s  parents  often  have  to  leave  for  work  an  hour  or  more  before 
the  child  leaves  for  school.  Neither  situation  is  conducive  to  a  good 
start  for  the  day  as  far  as  the  child  is  concerned. 

Let  me  quote  from  a  recent  publication,  “Education:  An  Answer 
to  Poverty,”  issued  by  the  Office  of  Education  and  the  Office  of  Eco¬ 
nomic  Opportunity: 

Scientific  studies  have  shown  conclusively  that  the  process  of  learning  virtually 
ends  when  a  human  being  becomes  uncomfortably  hungry.  When  a  child  appears 
at  school  in  the  morning  having  had  little  or  no  breakfast,  he  might  just  as  well 
have  stayed  at  home.  The  teacher’s  effort  is  wasted.  The  curriculum,  the  long 
hours  of  professional  preparation,  the  value  of  textbooks  and  teaching  aids  are 
lost  upon  him.  Similarly,  a  child  without  lunch  loses  most  of  the  value  of  a  school 
afternoon.  A  hungry  child  not  only  injures  himself,  but  his  discomfort  may 
subtly  disturb  the  teaching  of  a  whole  class. 

This  brief  review  of  the  youth  nutritional  gap  describes  some  of  the 
problems  Avhich  confront  us,  and  which  should  be  of  concern  to  all 
Americans.  In  recent  years  we  have  attempted  to  meet  the  nutrition 
gap  within  existing  legislation,  with  varying  degrees  of  success. 

During  the  1961-62  school  year,  we  recommended  and  the  Congress 
provided  for  a  special  commodity  assistance  program  for  needy  schools. 
We  developed  what  might  be  called  a  school  lunch  CARE  package 
containing  the  essentials  for  a  lunch.  This  was  shipped  to  participat¬ 
ing  schools.  It  was  a  less  than  adequate  solution. 

In  the  winter  of  1962-63,  through  the  vigorous  cooperation  of  the 
Kentucky  State  school  lunch  staff  and  local  officials,  we  tried  another 
approach  to  getting  a  lunch  program  started  in  isolated  one-  and  two- 
room  schools  in  the  Appalachian  area  of  eastern  Kentucky. 

In  the  course  of  several  months  we  were  able  to  start  a  lunch  pro¬ 
gram  in  380  schools  with  an  enrollment  of  about  11,000  children.  In 
most  of  these  schools,  space  for  food  storage,  preparation,  and  service 
was  virtually  nonexistent.  Sanitation  facilities  were  poor.  But  the 
job  was  done,  using  two-burner  hot  plates,  second-hand  refrigerators, 
and  asking  the  children  to  bring  a  plate  and  utensils  from  home. 

The  State  school  lunch  director  diverted  extra  Federal  school  lunch 
money  to  these  schools  as  well  as  extra  donated  commodities  to  provide 
a  type  A  lunch.  This  program  required  enormous  cooperation  among 
all  those  involved,  but  the  results  in  terms  of  improved  health,  attend¬ 
ance,  and  attention  among  participating  children  made  the  effort 
more  than  worthwhile. 

We  have  explored,  too,  and  made  a  special  study  of  the  problem  of 
getting  the  lunch  program  to  downtown  urban  schools  where  there  are 
no  food  service  facilities  and  no  place  to  put  them.  There  are  several 
ways  of  coping  with  this  need,  such  as  centralized  kitchen  operations 
to  service  satellite  school  lunch  programs.  The  few  test  projects 
which  have  been  carried  out  indicate  that  central  kitchen  facilities 
can  be  very  effective  in  these  situations. 

The  greatest  success  we  have  achieved  thus  far  in  the  effort  to  show 
that  the  children  nutrition  gap  can  be  closed  was  initiated  this  school 
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year  with  a  $2  million  appropriation  the  Congress  made  for  this  fiscal 
year. 

The  appropriation  under  section  11  of  the  National  School  Lunch 
Act — which  authorizes  additional  funds  to  help  provide  low-priced 
lunches — gave  us  a  chance  to  show  what  could  be  done  with  a  little 
money  and  a  lot  of  determination. 

We  have  developed  817  demonstration  projects  throughout  the 
country — at  least  1  in  every  State,  the  District  of  Columbia,  and 
Puerto  Rico — to  enable  schools  in  low-income  districts  to  reduce  the 
price  of  lunches  by  as  much  as  10  to  15  cents — to  as  low~  as  10  to  15 
cents  per  meal  in  many  areas — and  provide  many  free  meals.  Most  of 
these  demonstration  schools  have  lunch  facilities,  but  could  not  pro¬ 
vide  free  or  reduced  price  lunches  to  all  the  children  unable  to  pay 
the  regular  price.  Some  60  percent  of  the  330,000  children  attending 
these  schools  are  now  participating  in  the  lunch  program,  an  increase 
of  60  percent  over  participating  before  section  11  special  assistance 
was  available. 

Statistics  alone  do  not  tell  the  full  story  of  the  success  of  this 
program.  You  only  begin  to  see  this  when  you  read  the  reports  which 
tell  of  the  decline  in  absenteeism  or  the  drop  in  the  time  lost  when  a 
child,  weakened  by  hunger,  became  dizzy  or  sick  from  stomach  cramps 
and  had  to  leave  the  classroom.  There  are  notes  of  unmistakable 
joy  in  the  words  of  teachers  and  school  nurses  when  they  tell  of  the 
increase  in  growth  and  weight  of  the  children. 

These  are  not  isolated  results.  They  run  as  a  common  thread 
through  the  reports  and  letters  from  demonstration  projects  in  each 
area.  In  this  respect,  the  project  here  in  the  District’s  Shaw  Junior 
High  School  is  typical. 

When  the  demonstration  program  began  in  January,  the  price  of 
the  school  lunch  was  reduced  from  30  cents  to  20  cents,  and  the 
number  of  lunches  served  doubled  from  about  300  a  day  to  over  600. 
For  most  children,  the  lunch  provides  almost  half  of  their  daily  nutri¬ 
tion  needs;  for  some,  the  school  lunch  is  often  the  only  good  meal  the 
children  get  all  day. 

The  school  nurse  reports  that  the  change  in  students,  particularly 
the  needy  students,  has  been  remarkable.  Complaints  of  stomach 
cramps  have  dropped,  and  the  attention  span  of  students  has  increased. 

These  results  demonstrate  clearly  that  the  child  nutrition  gap  can 
be  closed,  and  that  the  States  and  local  schools  are  both  willing  and 
able  to  attack  this  problem  vigorously  and  effectively,  if  they  have 
help. 

That  is  why  I  am  here  today  to  ask  the  Congress  to  provide  the 
assistance  which  the  local  schools  and  the  States  are  ready  to  apply 
to  insure  that  children  throughout  this  country  will  have  the 
opportunity  for  a  full  meal. 

This  will  require  both  appropriations  and  new  authority,  H.R. 
13361  would  authorize — 

(1)  Continuation  of  the  national  school  lunch  program  in 
precisely  the  same  form  in  which  it  is  now  operating.  One  addi¬ 
tional  feature  is  included  to  strengthen  still  further  our  efforts 
to  provide  special  assistance  to  low-income  area  schools.  In 
cases  of  severe  need  where  the  maximum  rate  of  Federal  reim¬ 
bursement  per  lunch  is  too  low  to  carry  on  an  effective  lunch 
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program,  there  would  be  authority  to  finance  up  to  90  percent 
of  the  operating  costs  of  the  program. 

(2)  A  pilot  breakfast  program  for  schools  in  low-income  dis¬ 
tricts  for  a  period  covering  the  next  3  fiscal  years.  These  break¬ 
fast  programs  will  be  similar  to  a  number  of  special  projects 
which  have  been  conducted  in  the  current  school  year  with 
generally  favorable  results. 

(3)  A  permanent  program  to  assist  low-income  school  districts 
to  acquire  food  service  equipment  where  it  is  not  now  available. 

(4)  A  permanent  special  milk  program.  Although  priorities 

are  outlined  in  this  title  of  the  bill,  the  language  is  sufficiently 
broad  to  include  all  the  outlets  and  the  types  of  outlets  now 
participating  if  sufficient  funds  are  available.  We  recognize 
that  questions  have  been  raised  on  these  provisions.  If  the 
committee  would  prefer  to  substitute  for  the  title  II  language 
that  of  the  existing  authority  under  which  the  special  milk 
program  is  administered,  we  would  have  no  objection.  4 

What  I  am  saying  here  is  that  the  special  milk  program  will  go  out  " 
this  year  if  it  is  not  extended;  that  we  would  have  no  objection  to  its 
extension  with  the  current  language  as  it  now  stands;  however,  the 
provisions  in  this  bill  do  provide  for  a  priority  of  disbursal  funds 
within  the  school  lunch  program  in  the  event  that  Congress  did  not 
appropriate  enough  funds  to  meet  all  needs.  This  House  has  already 
acted;  it  appropriated  $103  million.  That  amount  is  enough  to  meet 
all  needs,  so  that  the  priority  that  is  set  forward  in  this  section  would 
not  apply  this  year.  I  repeat:  If  this  committee  does  not  wish  to 
establish  such  priorities,  we  are  amenable  to  the  continuation  of  the 
current  language. 

(5)  A  pilot  program  to  enable  nonschool  programs  involving 
needy  children,  such  as  neighborhood  houses,  summer  camps,  and 
day-care  centers,  both  during  the  summer  months  and  year- 
round,  to  participate  in  a  lunch  program. 

(6)  The  use  of  Federal  funds  to  help  State  agencies  to  defray 
administrative  costs  of  this  expanded  effort. 

(7)  Extension  of  the  school  feeding  program  to  preschool 
activities  which  are  operated  as  part  of  the  school  system. 

President  Johnson,  who  shares  our  deep  concern  for  the  nutritional  j  , 
needs  of  America’s  youth,  has  authorized  me  to  say  that  he  intends 
to  request  a  special  $50  million  child  nutrition  supplemental  ap¬ 
propriation.  The  bulk  of  this  will  be  recommended  for  use  to  finance 
a  low-priced  lunch  program  in  schools  serving  needy  areas. 

The  supplemental  request  would  also  cover  appropriations  for  the 
breakfast  program,  the  food  service  equipment  program,  and  the 
lunches  for  the  non-school-child  activity  program. 

With  this  new  authority  and  the  funds  adequate  to  finance  them, 
this  country  can  take  a  giant  step  toward  closing  the  child  nutrition 
gap  before  it  grows  even  more  serious. 

I  believe  the  school  lunch  program  has  demonstrated  our  willingness 
to  invest  in  the  future  of  our  N  ation  by  insuring  that  lack  of  food  will 
be  no  barrier  to  the  learning  process. 

Our  success  in  this  effort  is  convincing  evidence  that  we  should  go 
the  rest  of  the  way,  that  we  should  insure  that  the  lack  of  income  will 
be  no  barrier  to  the  less  fortunate  children  for  whom  education  is  the 
one  chance  they  have  to  escape  the  poverty  of  their  childhood. 
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Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

The  Chairman.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Secretary. 

I  would  just  like  to  ask  you  a  few  questions. 

On  page  3  of  your  statement  you  point  out: 

The  need  for  good  nutrition  does  not  diminish  during  the  summer  months 
when  the  schools  in  the  lunch  program  suspend  operations. 

How  would  you  propose  to  administer  a  food  program  to  the  children 
who  are  scattered  all  over  the  neighborhood — maybe  all  over  the 
county — if  they  do  not  come  to  a  centrally  located  school  where  the 
lunch  can  be  provided? 

But  before  you  answer  that  question,  I  would  like  to  ask  you  this 
question:  Where  does  the  food  stamp  program  come  into  this  picture? 
I  know  that  in  my  area  the  food  stamp  program  has  operated  very 
successfully  and  very  well,  but  it  is  not  extended  to  the  heads  of 
families  that  are  employed  and  earning  a  living.  I  can  visualize  a 
lot  of  children  from  these  families  who  will  be  hungry  when  they 
suspend  the  school  lunch  program  for  the  summer  months. 

You  cannot  go  around  from  house  to  house  to  deliver  a  breakfast 
that  they  need  or  a  lunch  that  they  need.  How  in  the  world  are  you 
going  to  ever  administer  a  program  of  this  kind? 

Secretary  Freeman.  It  is  not  contemplated,  Mr.  Chairman,  that 
there  would  be  a  house-to-house  effort  to  reach  these  children  with 
food.  Rather,  we  contemplate  where  there  are  organized  youth 
activities,  that  the  children  regularly  attend,  where  they  have  the 
facilities  for  distributing  the  food  and  the  preparation  of  the  lunch 
and  availability  of  milk,  as  the  case  may  be,  that  it  could  be  done 
there.  We  have  had  a  number  of  such  programs  in  the  past — such 
feeding  programs,  and  we  think  it  is  within  the  range  of  practicality 
to  administer  such  a  food  program. 

The  Chairman.  That  may  be  where  they  have  kindergartens  and 
the  children  are  there  in  the  morning.  They  will  probably  be  able 
to  get  lunch  at  lunchtime.  But  in  other  areas,  they  do  not  have 
kindergartens,  they  do  not  have  the  facilities  to  furnish  the  food. 

Secretary  Freeman.  In  that  case,  where  there  is  a  kindergarten 
there,  presumably,  would  be  a  lunch  served;  and  where  there  is  not, 
where  they  do  not  have  a  kindergarten  on  an  organized  basis,  there 
will  not  be  a  lunch. 

The  Chairman.  The  food  stamp  program  could  include  these 
children  by  providing  food  to  the  families.  You  could  take  care  of 
it  in  that  way.  I  know  of  families  in  my  own  community  that  are 
not  in  the  food  stamp  program,  because  some  of  them  are  working 
on  farms  and  some  are  working  otherwise,  and  in  some  instances, 
because  of  mechanization,  they  are  losing  work  on  the  farms  and, 
maybe,  there  is  in  the  house  a  mother  with  three  little  children. 
How  will  you  get  food  to  them?  That  is  what  I  am  worried  about. 
If  you  permit  them  to  stay  on  the  food  stamp  program,  it  would 
help;  otherwise,  they  will  not  receive  help. 

Secretary  Freeman.  In  this  instance,  if  they  do  not  obtain  employ¬ 
ment,  why  they  ought  to  be  on  the  food  stamp  program.  Of  course, 
certification  is  a  matter  which  is  made  by  the  local  authorities,  and  as 
such  if  they  have  been  disqualified  because  there  is  work  available, 
that  decision  has  been  made  by  the  county  welfare  people. 

The  Chairman.  The  school  lunch  program  takes  care  of  the  children 
in  the  school  if  the  local  authorities  participate.  Suppose  you  have 
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the  program  in  operation  and  you  do  have  poverty  in  the  area  but 
the  lociil  community  is  not  interested.  I  know  that  in  my  home 
county — the  first  county  in  North  Carolina  to  put  in  the  food  stamp 
program — the  program  has  operated  so  well  that  other  counties  seeing 
it  in  operation  have  asked  to  participate. 

But  this  is  a  problem,  that  it  would  be  difficult  to  operate  a  pro¬ 
gram  for  several  months  when  they  are  not  in  the  school. 

Secretary  Freeman.  It  does  present  a  problem.  The  bill  that 
was  introduced  in  the  Senate  did  not  include  this  provision.  We  are 
confident  that  it  is  administrable  with  organized  activities,  such  as 
summer  camps,  day  camps,  kindergartens,  and  the  like. 

The  Chairman.  As  to  these  day  camps  and  similar  activities,  how 
do  these  poor  children  get  there? 

Secretary  Freeman.  The  only  way  that  they  can  be  reached  is 
where  there  is  an  organization  which  can  be  responsible  for  preparing 
and  serving  the  food.  That  would  be  a  prerequisite  to  extending  the 
program.  If  there  is  such  an  organized  activity,  it  is  our  strong  a 
recommendation  that  they  should  have  access  to  the  school  lunch  " 
program. 

The  Chairman.  One  other  question.  In  North  Carolina,  all  of 
our  children  are  taken  to  schools  in  buses  in  the  morning  and  are 
brought  back  home  in  the  evening.  Those  are  the  ones  of  school  age. 

If  they  are  not  within  that  school-age  bracket,  they  just  stay  at 
home.  I  just  do  not  know  how  you  could  furnish  them  with  milk 
and  the  food  that  you  think  is  needed.  I  agree  with  you  that  they 
should  have  it,  so  long  as  we  have  such  abundance  as  we  have  in  this 
country.  It  seems  to  me  that  distribution  is  the  thing  that  is  the 
problem,  and  that  bothers  me. 

Secretary  Freeman.  Again,  the  breakfast  program  could  only 
reach  the  children  who  came  to  the  school,  the  preschool  children. 
Unless  they  Mere  a  part  of  the  preschool  effort,  like  in  kindergarten 
or  even  something  like  in  other  programs,  they  could  only  be  reached 
if  there  was  such  an  organized  bringing  together  of  the  children. 

It  is  not  contemplated  here  going  out  into  the  private  homes. 

The  Chairman.  I  can  see  hou'  you  can  administer  it  in  a  great 
city  where  the  children  come  from  a  very  small  geographic  area, 
but  down  home  they  come  from  miles  away,  and  you  would  have  to  / 
have  some  system  whereby  they  could  get  the  food. 

Secretary  Freeman.  The  purpose  of  this  school  breakfast  program 
would  be  that  when  they  get  to  the  school  they  would  have  the 
breakfast  at  the  school,  and  they  would  have  their  lunch  there,  too. 

The  Chairman.  That  would  serve  the  6-year-old  kids,  from  the 
first  grade  on  up,  but  I  am  talking  about  the  preschool  children.  I  do 
not  know  how  you  would  feed  the  preschool  children. 

Secretary  Freeman.  They  would  be  covered  by  our  recommenda¬ 
tion  here  today  if  they'come  to  school.  But  I  do  not  see  how  they 
could  be  covered  either  if  they  did  not  come  to  school,  other  than 
through  programs  such  as  the  food  stamp  program  and  direct  distri¬ 
bution,  and  the  like,  presently  available  to  try  to  improve  the  nutri¬ 
tion  at  home  of  those  families. 

The  Chairman.  Mrs.  May. 

Mrs.  May.  Just  for  clarification:  As  I  understand  it,  the  food  stamp 
program,  the  way  it  works,  the  very  fact  there  may  be  someone  in  the 
family  who  has  employment  does  not  necessarily  deny  them  the  use 
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of  the  food  stamp  program.  Determination  is  made  on  a  formula 
basis,  taking  into  account  the  number  of  children  in  the  home  to  be 
fed.  Maybe  a  part  of  the  family  is  employed,  but  they  are  still 
eligible  for  the  food  stamp  program  and  have  the  use  of  these  food 
stamps. 

The  Chairman.  I  am  not  quite  clear  about  it  myself,  but  my  im¬ 
pression  is  that  if  the  mother  and  the  father  have  employment,  that 
they  go  off  the  food  stamp  program. 

Mrs.  May.  It  is  based  on  size  of  income  and  how  many  children 
there  are,  and  the  like,  and  whether  the  income  is  adequate  to  give 
them  a  decent  nutritional  level.  They  may  have  10  children  in  a 
family  and  maybe  both  parents  are  working,  but  the  local  agency 
can  determine  whether  they  are  eligible  for  food  stamps,  because  of 
the  number  of  children  in  the  home  that  they  are  feeding  and  the 
smallness  of  their  income. 

Am  I  correct  on  that? 

Secretary  Freeman.  You  are  correct? 

The  Chairman.  That  is  your  understanding? 

Secretary  Freeman.  Yes,  sir;  that  is  correct.  This  is  a  matter  of 
local  determination. 

The  Chairman.  I  know  that. 

Secretary  Freeman.  There  is  a  qualification. 

The  Chairman.  I  think  that  the  local  determination  is  that  where 
the  parents  are  employed,  they  go  off  the  food  stamp  program.  I  can 
check  that  in  my  own  area. 

Secretary  Freeman.  It  ought  not  to  be,  because  there  is  a  formula 
which  is  related  to  the  income  of  the  family  and  related  to  the  number 
of  children  in  the  family.  What  ive  urge  is  not  only  that  it  should 
reach  these  people  on  welfare  but  there  is  an  additional  area  where 
people  can  still  be  entitled,  even  if  they  cannot  qualify  for  welfare. 

The  Chairman.  Are  there  any  further  questions? 

Mr.  Hagen? 

Mr.  Hagen  of  California.  What  consultation  was  had  with  the 
various  State  education  offices  in  determining  a  formula  for  distri¬ 
bution  of  money  among  States. 

Secretary  Freeman.  For  this  new  program? 

Mr.  Hagen  of  California.  Well,  there  are  several  new  programs — 
the  breakfast  program  and  special  assistance  programs,  and  so  forth. 

Secretary  F reeman.  The  prerequisite  would  be  if  we  have  the 
authority,  why,  then,  the  States  that  came  and  indicated  that  they 
were  prepared  to  provide  the  resources  that  would  come  from  the 
State  by  way  of  administration  and  by  way  of  meeting  certain  stand¬ 
ards  by  which  they  would  be  certified,  and  the  funds  and  resources 
would  be  made  available. 

Mr.  Hagen  of  California.  I  do  not  think  that  you  understand  my 
question.  What  consultation  would  there  be  with  the  various  State 
educational  authorities  as  to  the  equity  of  these  formulas  that  you 
have  in  the  bill  for  eligibility? 

For  example,  in  one  place  you  have  $2,000  as  the  income  figure.  I 
think  this  issue  came  up  in  the  poverty  program,  that  in  many  States, 
for  example,  many  people  were  drawing  more  than  $2,000  in  welfare 
payments,  but  because  the  cost  of  living,  and  so  forth,  in  some  area, 
that  might  not  be  sufficient,  and  there  might  be  some  in  the  low- 
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wage  areas  and  low-cost-of-living  areas  who  might  get  along  quite 
well  on  $2,000. 

Secretary  Freeman.  What  section  are  yon  referring  to? 

Mr.  Hagen  of  California.  There  are  portions,  several  portions, 
where  we  have  the  $2,000  figure.  I  think  that  Mr.  Davis  can  tell  us 
about  that.  This  issue  came  up  in  connection  with  eligibility  under 
the  poverty  program  where  it  was  pointed  out  that  in  many  areas,  for 
example,  people  were  drawing  more  than  $2,000  on  welfare,  and  yet 
it  is  an  inadequate  income  because  of  the  high  living  costs,  et  cetera. 

Mr.  Davis.  If  I  may,  Mr.  Chairman. 

At  the  time  that  these  formulas  were  being  developed  for  inclusion 
in  the  bill,  the  figures  for  some  of  the  other  educational  programs,  the 
poverty  benchmark  was  $2,000,  and  it  was  our  feeling  in  this  bill — 
and  we  did  consult  with  State  educational  people  and  the  people  in 
the  Office  of  Education — that  we  should  harmonize  the  standards  in 
this  bill  with  what  they  were  using  in  education.  Now,  if  their  bench¬ 
marks  are  raised,  then  the  benchmarks  in  this  bill  should  probably  > 
also  be  raised,  to  use  a  common  standard  between  the  two  agencies,  f 
but  we  did  consult  with  them  on  these  portions  of  the  proposed  bill. 

Mr.  Hagen  of  California.  Furthermore,  as  I  understand  it,  with 
respect  to  some  of  these  programs,  you  look  at  the  State  per  capita 
income,  and  I  assume  that  would  be  the  gross  per  capita  income;  is 
that  correct? 

Mr.  Davis.  That  is  my  understanding. 

Mr.  Hagen  of  California.  Well,  the  application  of  this  formula 
might  result  in  ineligibility  in  some  States  for  some  of  these  programs, 
yet  within  the  States  there  are  areas  where  the  per  capita  income  is 
considerably  lower  than  the  national  average. 

Mr.  Davis.  I  do  not  believe,  as  the  bill  is  written,  that  it  would 
operate  quite  that  way,  Congressman  Hagen.  Each  State  would 
share  in  the  fund.  In  developing  a  formula  by  which  we  would 
apportion  whatever  funds  Congress  made  available  among  the  various 
States,  we  would  use  these  population  figures  at  these  income  levels 
as  the  means  of  determining  the  amount  that  would  go  to  Kentucky, 
for  example,  as  against  the  amount  that  would  go  to  California,  or 
whatever  State  it  might  be,  so  that  this  would  not  preclude  a  State 
from  getting  funds.  It  would  determine  the  amount  of  funds  that/ 
would  go  to  one  State  as  against  another  State  on  the  principle  that" 
the  State  demonstrating  the  most  need  would  receive,  percentagewise, 
the  larger  portion  of  the  funds. 

Mr.  Hagen  of  California.  Well,  now,  with  respect  to  that,  once 
this  program  is  instituted,  what  is  going  to  happen  to  the  regular 
school  lunch  program? 

As  I  understand  it — and  correct  me  if  I  am  wrong — the  contribu¬ 
tions  towards  the  lunch  under  the  present  program  have  suffered  a 
fairly  constant  decline;  in  other  words,  the  contribution  for  lunch  is 
now  very  minimal  to  the  point  where  many  school  districts  have 
actually  abandoned  the  program  because  they  can  prepare  a  lunch 
cheaper  without  these  Federal  requirements.  And  my  question  is: 
Do  you  anticipate  maintaining  the  contribution  per  lunch  under  the 
regular  program  at  about  the  present  level,  or  do  you  contemplate 
asking  for  more  money  so  that  it  will  be  more  per  meal,  or  what? 

Secretary  Freeman.  The  contribution  is  about  11  cents. 

Mr.  Hagen  of  California.  That  is  what  has  been  the  average. 
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Secretary  Freeman.  Right.  And  we  contemplate  no  change  in 
connection  with  that.  And  this  does  not  have  any  effect  on  that, 
one  way  or  the  other,  except  that  it  would  tend  to  help  to  the  extent 
that  in  those  districts  now  where  they  are  lowering  the  price  or  giving 
free  lunches  to  the  poor  children,  that  drains  away  from  the  amount 
they  have  for  others  that  are  above  that  criteria.  So,  to  that  extent, 
this  would  help  to  strengthen  the  general  school  lunch  program. 
Otherwise,  it  would  have  no  effect  on  it. 

Mr.  Hagen  of  California.  Would  you  not  concede  that  the  11-cent 
contribution  is  too  small  and  that  it  has  seriously  limited  the  present 
program? 

Secretary  Freeman.  The  cost  of  preparing  and  serving  these 
lunches  has  gone  up,  and  it  tends  to  go  up  as  other  things  go  up.  The 
point  is:  When  should  the  Federal  contribution  be  increased?  We 
do  not  recommend  an  increase  in  the  current  appropriation,  for 
simply  problems  of  economy — that  is,  in  the  budget.  That  question 
v  will  be  taken  under  consideration  again  when  the  budget  for  fiscal 
/  year  1968  is  prepared. 

Mr.  Stalbaum.  Will  you  yield? 

Mr.  Hagen  of  California.  Yes. 

Mr.  Stalbaum.  Mr.  Secretary,  in  that  same  connection,  in  reading 
the  bill,  on  page  13,  where  you  get  into  the  matter  of  the  disburse¬ 
ments  to  the  schools,  some  authorities  are  established: 

First,  to  schools  without  a  food  service;  second,  for  needy  children  in  schools 
with  a  food  service;  and  third,  if  available  funds  permit,  to  schools  and  nonprofit 
institutions  for  all  children. 

My  point  is  this,  in  line  with  Congressman  Hagen’s  question:  Sup¬ 
pose  that  you  make  a  request  to  fully  fund  all  parts  of  your  program 
but  the  Appropriations  Committee  determines  that  they  want  to  cut 
back  on  your  needy-children  phase  of  it.  In  other  words,  if  I  am 
correct,  this  is  going  to  be  one  appropriation  in  this  act.  Would  the 
administration  of  the  moneys  end  up  by  taking  it  away  from  the  pre¬ 
school  lunch  and  school  milk  programs  if  priority  is  given  to  the  other 
programs? 

Secretary  Freeman.  No.  The  answer  is  “No,”  and  may  the 
record  be  clear  on  this,  so  that  there  will  be  no  confusion — it  would 
V  not.  The  appropriation  would  be  made  by  title.  The  appropriation 
^  for  section  11,  which  is  the  special  appropriation  for  needy  children, 
would  be  such  an  appropriation.  It  would  not  detract  from  the  other 
school  lunch  programs.  The  section  to  which  you  now  refer  is  only 
on  milk. 

Mr.  Stalbaum.  That  is  right. 

Secretary  Freeman.  And  in  that  sense,  it  assumes  that  there  is  less 
than  an  appropriation  adequate  to  meet  all  needs.  I  tell  you  in  my 
prepared  testimony  that  we  would  have  no  objection  to  removing  the 
priorities  if  this  committee  saw  fit  to  do  so,  to  prevent  any  confusion. 

Mr.  Stalbaum.  You  are  going  to  substitute  the  present  law 
for  all  of  title  II? 

Secretary  Freeman.  Yes,  that  is  right. 

Mr.  Stalbaum.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Hagen  of  California.  I  have  one  more  question. 

I  want  to  lay  the  background  for  this  in  a  California  situation:  We 
have  school  areas  where  average  per  capital  income  would  be  sub¬ 
stantial,  but  we  have  some  families  in  such  communities  who  are  poor, 

66-126 — 66- - 4 


22 


THE  CHILD  NUTRITION  ACT 


and  these  people  definitely  have  financing  problems,  and  the  State 
has  somewhat  helped  out.  I  am  sure  that  there  are  kids  of  families 
within  these  districts  who  would  meet  the  criteria  of  being  poor  as 
individual  families,  but  I  foresee  the  possibility  that  none  of  these 
special  funds  will  go  into  these  types  of  districts,  because  if  you  look 
at  the  average  per  capita  income,  the  district  will  not  be  eligible  for 
some  of  these  special  programs.  Do  1  make  myself  clear?  Basically, 
the  question  is:  What  do  you  do,  under  this  bill,  for  poor  kids  who  are 
living  in  relatively  well-to-do  areas?  The  thrust  of  this  bill  is  strictly 
as  to  those  areas  where  they  have  mass  poverty. 

Secretary  Freeman.  No;  it  is  not.  This  bill  provides,  as  section  11 
does,  help  to  reach  the  poor  children  who  could  not  afford  to  buy 
lunch,  that  the  local  school  district  was  to  give  the  lunch  to,  even 
though  it  may  be  in  a  school  district  which  does  not  have  so  many 
of  them.  It  will  be  helping  everyone  within  that  district.  It  will  go 
only  to  the  poor  children.  It  is  designed  for  that  purpose.  Those 
children  who  are  in  the  other  categories,  this  bill  is  not  designed  to  * 
meet.  It  is  designed  for  the  poor  child  and  to  supplement  the  localf 
school  district,  whether  it  is  a  rich  or  a  poor  one,  in  meeting  the  needs 
of  the  destitute  child. 

Mr.  Hagen  of  California.  That  is  section  11,  you  say? 

Secretary  Freeman.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Hagen  of  California.  What  page  is  that  on? 

Secretary  F reeman.  Section  1 1  is  in  the  main  School  Lunch  Act,  and 
so  far  as  section  11  is  concerned,  what  we  have  asked  for,  and  the 
President  will  be  asking  for,  is  additional  appropriations  under 
section  1 1 . 

Mr.  Hagen  of  California.  Thank  you  very  much. 

The  Chairman.  Mr.  Matsunaga? 

Mr.  Matsunaga.  In  determining  the  eligibility  of  children  who 
come  from  poor  families,  under  the  OEO  program,  an  area  such  as  the 
State  of  Hawaii  where  the  cost  of  living  has  been  determined  to  be 
higher  than  in  other  areas,  a  higher  standard  has  been  set.  I  notice 
that  you  have  only  one  figure  in  the  bill,  $2,000.  Would  you  accept 
amendments  to  graduate  the  standards  for  different  families  as  in  the 
poverty  program? 

Secretary  Freeman.  Based  upon  the  standard  of  the  cost  of  living?  g 

Mr.  Matsunaga.  Yes.  For  example,  in  Hawaii,  it  has  been  set  f 
at  $4,000  rather  than  $3,000  as  the  poverty  standard. 

Secretary  Freeman.  Do  you  have  any  comment  on  that,  Mr. 
Davis? 

Mr.  Davis.  Yes,  sir;  that  $2,000,  again,  is  a  benchmark  in  deter¬ 
mining  the  apportionment  of  the  total  funds  among  the  States.  That 
does  not  form  a  criteria  for  the  selection  of  individual  children  in  the 
schools  or  the  selection  of  the  school  itself.  That  $2,000  benchmark 
is  for  the  purpose  of  a  formula  to  divide  the  total  appropriation  among 
the  States.  The  determination  of  which  school,  which  attendance 
units  within  a  district,  would  be  eligible  for  special  assistance,  or  the 
determination  of  which  children  within  that  district  should  have  free 
meals  and  which  should  pay  for  them,  is  left  to  the  discretion  of  the 
local  school  authorities,  in  this  legislation.  The  concern  you  express 
is  the  exact  reason  why  we  left  it  to  the  local  authorities,  because 
conditions  vary  from  area  to  area.  Poverty  is  one  thing  in  the  city 
of  Detroit;  it  is  another  thing  on  a  farm  in  some  rural  areas. 
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Mr.  Matsunaga.  In  order  to  determine  the  apportionment  of  the 
funds,  you  are  going  to  use  this  benchmark  of  $2,000?  This  would 
seem  inequitable,  in  that  $2,000  in  one  area  may  be  equivalent  to 
$3,000  in  another  area. 

Secretary  Freeman.  May  we  reserve  our  thinking  on  this? 

We  are  not  quite  sure  of  what  we  are  getting  into.  What  you  are 
really  saying  is  that  if  you  have  the  figure  of  $2,000  and  you  have  a 
figure  of  $3,000 — and  I  notice  that  Congressman  Hagen  is  listening 
very  intensively,  because  he  is  thinking  of  $3,000  for  California  also — 
means  that  we  have  the  problem  of  developing  a  fair,  equitable  form¬ 
ula,  and  that  it  might  well  be  that  where  should  be  differences  within 
the  formula  to  take  care  of  such  conditions  within  the  States.  Here, 
it  would  not  do  that.  The  individual  apportionment  within  the 
State  is  left  to  the  State,  but  as  between,  why,  there  is  a  firm  formula 
without  any  difference  and,  frankly,  we  are  really  not  prepared  to 
make  a  final  statement  on  that  at  this  time. 

Mr.  Matsunaga.  Who  determines  what  schools  shall  be  elected  for 
a  pilot  program? 

Secretary  Freeman.  That  would  be  by  the  local  people. 

Mr.  Matsunaga.  By  the  local  authorities? 

Secretary  Freeman.  Yes. 

Mr.  Matsunaga.  One  further  question :  Some  opposition  has  been 
voiced  on  the  grounds  that  a  stigma  might  be  attached  to  those  who 
receive  free  lunches  as  coming  from  poor  families.  What  is  the 
mechanism  intended  to  avoid  this? 

Secretary  Freeman.  I  would  like  to  make  the  record  very  clear  on 
this,  because  there  has  been  a  good  deal  of  confusion  about  this — 
that  some  recommendations  have  been  made  by  the  administration 
for  some  changes  under  the  school  program  or  the  milk  program. 
I  would  like  to  make  it  clear  that  no  such  changes  have  been  recom¬ 
mended  at  anytime.  This  is  simply  a  misunderstanding.  There 
is  now,  there  always  has  been,  and,  really,  I  do  not  see  how  there 
cannot  be  some  kind  of  a  test  or  determination,  if  you  are  going  to 
give  one  child  a  free  lunch  and  you  are  expecting  another  child  to  pay 
for  its  lunch.  The  only  answer  to  that  would  be  to  give  every  single 
child  in  the  United  States  a  free  lunch  across  the  board.  The  same 
thing  would  go  for  milk.  We  have  not  done  that.  We  have  said 
that  children  who  are  in  the  lower  income  families  should  get  a  lower 
priced  lunch  or  should  get  a  free  lunch,  and  that  children,  such  as  in 
my  family,  should  pay  a  certain  amount  for  their  lunch.  That  now 
is  being  done.  How  it  is  being  done  is  left  up  to  the  local  authorities 
to  work  out  in  a  variety  of  ways.  Our  encouragement  and  our  insist¬ 
ence  is  that  it  should  be  done  with  a  minimum  of  attention,  to  avoid 
all  embarrassment  or  the  pointing  out  of  the  poorer  children,  and  there 
is  nothing  that  has  been  recommended  to  this  Congress;  there  is 
nothing  in  the  Appropriation  Act;  there  is  nothing  in  the  bill — there 
is  nothing  in  it  in  anyway — that  would  change  that  one  iota.  The 
idea  that  the  recommendation  was  the  setting  up  some  new  kind  of 
means  test,  very  frankly,  has  been  based  on  a  total  and  complete 
misunderstanding  of  this  whole  business.  There  is  a  means  test. 
It  is  a  local  test.  The  only  way  to  get  away  from  the  means  test 
would  be  to  give  a  free  lunch  to  everyone.  The  point  is  that  we  have 
got  to  make  that  test  as  innocuous,  as  little  noticeable  as  possible. 


24 


THE  CHILD  NUTRITION  ACT 


Mr.  Matsunaga.  I  appreciate  your  clarification.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  California. 

The  Chairman.  Are  you  finished? 

Mr.  Matsunaga.  Yes. 

Mr.  Hagen  of  California.  Apropos  of  what  Mr.  Matsunaga  and 
I  are  concerned  about,  because  this  is  a  real  program,  you  might 
follow  the  history  of  the  poverty  program  and  this  $2,000  test.  I 
think  it  was  originally  in  the  original  poverty  program. 

The  Chairman.  Are  you  finished? 

Mr.  Hagen  of  California.  Yes. 

The  Chairman.  Mrs.  May. 

Mrs.  May.  Along  this  line,  Mr.  Secretary,  I  have  been  concerned 
that  in  cases  where  we  have  locally  applied  the  means  test  within  the 
regular  school  lunch  program,  it  should  be  with  the  least  embarrass¬ 
ment  to  the  child.  Some  districts  thought  that  one  way  worked 
better  than  another  way.  I  am  wondering,  however,  if  it  will  be  more 
difficult  under  section  401,  title  IV?  Perhaps,  I  should  first  ask  if 
you  have  some  pilot  programs,  such  as  the  day-care  centers  and  settle¬ 
ment  houses,  and  the  summer  camps  on  this?  I  pose  this  question, 
because  I  realize  that  in  counties  or  in  districts  that  do  have  summer 
camps  and  day-care  programs,  a  mixture  of  programs,  that  they  have 
people  from  both  low-  and  medium-income  groups.  Is  it  more  difficult 
to  apply  the  means  test  here  without  pointing  the  child  out  in  that 
situation  or  possibly  being  pointed  out  as  the  one  who  gets  a  free 
picnic  lunch  or  an  outdoor  lunch  as  against  those  who  bring  their 
lunch? 

Secretary  Freeman.  In  this  case — and  correct  me,  if  I  am  wrong, 
Mr.  Davis — it  is  my  understanding  that  everyone  would  get  a  free 
lunch  or  a  breakfast  in  this  case. 

Mrs.  May.  In  this  case. 

Secretary  Freeman.  In  this  instance. 

Mrs.  May.  No  matter  what  income  background? 

Secretary  Freeman.  In  this  instance,  why,  it  would  go  to  everyone 
that  would  be  there,  because  we  have  defined  that  it  would  come  from 
strictly  a  poor  area,  and  if  there  were  some  others  in  it,  it  would  be  so 
limited  that  it  would  make  no  sense  to  draw  a  distinction. 

Mr.  Davis.  Yes. 

Mrs.  May.  In  other  words,  the  differentiation  might  come  from  the 
kind  of  summer  camp  that  was  set  up.  Sometimes  wealthy  communi¬ 
ties  will  have  such  children’s  activities,  where  a  great  many  of  the 
children  do  not  come  from  low-income  families. 

Secretary  Freeman.  That  could  happen  in  some  instances — -they 
might  then  want  not  to  have  this  requirement. 

Mrs.  May.  They  would  not  even  be  eligible  for  the  program  in  the 
first  place. 

Secretary  Freeman.  They  might  be,  but  the  impact  here  would  be 
that  they  would  have  tests. 

Mrs.  May.  Just  one  question  on  the  wording  of  title  IV.  You  say 
that  there  will  be  programs  offered  to  certain  nonprofit  institutions, 
et  cetera,  which  do  not  maintain  children  for  periods  in  excess  of  3 
months.  Then,  you  have  a  final  sentence  that  such  school  service 
may  be  furnished  on  a  seasonal  or  more  extended  basis.  What  does 
that  mean? 
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Secretary  Freeman.  There  might  be  a  program  in  some  of  these 
where  a  settlement  house,  for  example,  could  have  a  program  that 
would  run  for  an  entire  year,  and  tins  gives  the  authority  to  make  such 
exception  for  expansion  in  terms  of  a  special  kind  of  program  that 
might  run  longer  than  the  off-school  period. 

Mrs.  May.  The  wording  in  that  particular  sentence  seems  to  be 
contradictory. 

Secretary  Freeman.  Yes. 

Mrs.  May.  To  limit  it  to  3  months  in  residence  in  one  area,  and 
then  you  say  for  an  extended  period  of  time. 

Mr.  Davis.  If  I  may,  Congresswoman  May.  We  contemplated 
here  that  we  would  not  want  to  pick  up  the  feeding  costs  in  a  normal 
child-care  institution,  such  as  an  orphanage  that  ran  a  full  year,  but 
for  a  nonresident,  year-round  program,  such  as  a  settlement  house, 
to  provide  assistance  for  a  noon  meal,  and  at  the  same  time  to  provide 
for  summer  camps,  where  they  are  in  residence  24  hours  a  day,  but 
it  only  runs  for  a  short  period  of  time.  We  were  caught  in  the  switches 
trying  to  throw  out  full-care  institutions,  year-round  institutions,  but 
not  to  throw  out  full-care  summer  camps  and  at  the  same  time  to 
provide  for  the  away-from-home  feeding  outside  of  the  school  in  some 
of  these  other  programs. 

Secretary  Freeman.  That  language  might  very  well  be  improved. 

Mrs.  May.  I  think  that  it  ought  to  be.  There  may  be  some  con¬ 
fusion,  otherwise. 

That  is  all,  Mr.  Chairman. 

The  Chairman.  Mr.  O’Neal. 

Mr.  O’Neal.  Mr.  Secretary,  I  am  very  much  disturbed  about  some 
correspondence  that  I  have  had  with  the  school  people  in  my  State 
and  in  my  district,  including  a  letter  that  I  have  before  me  from  the 
State  superintendent  of  schools  who  has  taken  about  five  or  six 
single-spaced  pages  to  discuss  this  bill.  This  particularly  disturbs 
me,  because  he  says  that  in  considering  not  only  the  bill  but  the  pro¬ 
posed  budget  recommended  for  implementation  of  the  bill,  that  our 
State  of  Georgia  woidd  suffer  terrifically  as  the  result  of  this.  He  points 
out  that  we  have  over  600,000  Georgia  pupils  daily  receiving  lunches 
under  this  basic  school  program,  and  then  he  says  that  the  passage 
of  the  proposed  budget  would  provide  about  $129  million  whereas 
to  maintain  the  same  level  of  assistance  that  we  have  been  having,  we 
would  need  $156  million.  Does  this  mean  then  that  my  State  would 
suffer  a  $37  million  loss  by  reason  of  this? 

Secretary  Freeman.  No.  What  you  are  referring  to,  and  what 
he  referred  to  there,  Congressman  O’Neal,  is  the  appropriation. 

Mr.  O’Neal.  Yes. 

Secretary  Freeman.  The  appropriation  has  cleared  the  House,  as 
you  know,  at  a  level  which  will  continue. 

Mr.  O’Neal.  I  see.  This  is  an  old  letter.  I  did  not  realize  the 
significance  of  it. 

Secretary  Freeman.  That  is  an  appropriation  question,  and  it  has 
nothing  to  do  with  this  bill. 

Mr.  O’Neal.  Would  my  State  suffer  at  all  by  reason  of  this  bill? 

Secretary  Freeman.  Your  State  would  gain  by  reason  of  this  bill. 
They  would  gain  considerably  by  means  of  additional  resources  to 
meet  the  poor  children’s  needs. 
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Mr.  O’Neal.  Is  this  true  with  respect  to  the  special  milk  program, 

also? 

Secretary  Freeman.  Yes. 

Mr.  O’Neal.  Thank  you  very  much. 

Pardon  me,  one  more  question,  please,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Has  this  passed  the  Senate? 

Secretary  Freeman.  This  bill? 

Mr.  O’Neal.  Any  bill? 

Secretary  Freeman.  No;  it  is  pending  before  the  Senate.  I  testi¬ 
fied  before  the  Senate  earlier  this  week. 

Mr.  O’Neal.  Do  you  know  anything  about  the  Ellender  amend¬ 
ment  ? 

Secretary  Freeman.  The  Ellender  amendment  is  this  bill,  with  the 
exception  of  the  out-of-school  feeding  section.  What  Senator  Ellender 
did,  rather  than  propose  a  new  law,  as  the  chairman  here  has  done  in 
H.R.  13661,  is  that  he  took  out  one  section  of  this  bill  and  then  put 
the  balance  in  as  an  amendment  to  the  current  School  Lunch  Act. 
The  effect  is  the  same,  with  the  exception  of  the  one  section. 

Mr.  O’Neal.  Well,  may  I  ask  you  this,  then:  If  the  Ellender 
amendment  is  not  adopted  and  this  out-of-school  program  is  left  in, 
will  my  State  suffer? 

Secretary  Freeman.  No;  it  will  be  exactly  where  it  was  before. 

Mr.  O’Neal.  Thank  you. 

The  Chairman.  Are  there  any  further  questions? 

If  not,  Mr.  Secretary,  we  thank  you  very  much  for  your  appearance 
here. 

Secretary  Freeman.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

The  Chairman.  I  recognize  Mr.  Stalbaum  for  the  moment. 

Mr.  Stalbaum.  I  would  like  to  file  in  the  record  a  statement  on 
this  bill,  at  this  time. 

The  Chairman.  Without  objection,  it  will  be  made  a  part  of  the 
record  at  this  point. 

(The  prepared  statement  of  Hon.  Lynn  E.  Stalbaum,  follows:) 

Statement  of  Hon.  Lynn  E.  Stalbaum,  a  Representative  in  Congress 
From  the  State  of  Wisconsin 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  Child  Nutrition  Act  which  we  are  considering  today  carries 
the  seeds  of  its  own  destruction.  I  refer  to  the  stipulation  which  would  gut  the 
enormously  successful  and  popular  Special  Milk  Program  for  Children  by  restrict¬ 
ing  its  benefits  to  those  children  who  are  willing  and  able  to  supply  proof  that 
their  parents  are  poor  providers. 

Not  only  would  a  “means  test”  impose  an  impenetrable  administrative  maze 
on  a  program  that  has  been  singularly  free  of  red  tape,  but  it  would  introduce  a 
thoroughly  unpalatable  element  into  government  economizing.  Few  children,  or 
their  parents,  can  feel  respect  or  gratitude  for  a  government  that  presents  them 
with  a  choice'  between  nutrition  and  self-esteem. 

Passage  of  the  Child  Nutrition  Act  with  a  moribund  Special  Milk  Program  for 
Children  would  reduce  the  consumption  of  fluid  milk  by  at  least  500  million 
pounds  and  possibly  as  much  as  one  and  a  half  billion  pounds.  Either  figure 
represents  a  substantial  loss  to  the  American  dairy  farmer.  Far  more  important, 
however,  is  the  nutritive  loss  to  the  American  children  who  do  not  consume  that 
milk  because  they  are  too  prosperous — or  too  proud. 

Nothing  is  more  certain  than  that  children — from  all  levels  of  affluence — will 
continue  to  need  milk.  I  recommend  that  it  be  made  available  to  them  through 
a  permanent,  separate,  and  independent  Special  Milk  Program  for  Children  fi¬ 
nanced  at  a  level  consistent  with  the  steadily  increasing  number  of  its  benefi¬ 
ciaries.  This  can  be  accomplished  by  giving  favorable  consideration  to  H.R. 
12S05,  the  “Children’s  Special  Milk  Act,”  which  I  introduced  on  February  14. 
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An  appropriation  of  $115,000,000  is  needed  to  adequately  carry  out  the  Pro¬ 
gram  in  fiscal  1967.  I  urge  the  Committee  to  authorize  that  amount  and  to 
authorize  a  $5  million  increase  for  each  succeeding  year  of  the  program’s  operation. 

Mr.  Chairman,  on  March  211  appeared  before  the  Agriculture  Subcommittee 
of  the  House  Appropriations  Committee  to  oppose  the  proposed  cut  in  the  funds 
for  the  Special  Milk  Program  for  Children.  On  May  21,  I  gave  a  similar  state¬ 
ment  before  the  Senate  Agriculture  Committee’s  Subcommittee  on  Agricultural 
Production,  Marketing,  and  Stabilization.  At  this  point,  I  ask  that  my  testi¬ 
mony  before  those  Committees  be  incorporated  into  the  record. 

Statement  of  Congressman  Lynn  E.  Stalbaum,  a  Representative  in  Con¬ 
gress  from  the  State  of  Wisconsin;  Before  Senate  Agriculture  Com¬ 
mittee’s  Subcommittee  on  Agricultural  Production,  Marketing,  and 

Stabilization  of  Prices,  May  12,  1966 

Nothing  during  this,  my  first  term  in  Congress,  has  evidenced  as  wide-spread 
support  as  the  School  Milk  Program.  For  several  weeks,  speeches  appeared 
almost  daily  in  the  CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  by  Congressmen  from  urban 
as  well  as  rural  districts,  strongly  supporting  the  School  Milk  Program. 

In  1965  nearly  three  billion  half  pints  of  milk  were  consumed  under  the  School 
Milk  Program  in  approximately  92,000  schools  and  child  care  institutions. 
^Seventy  thousand  of  these  units  also  had  a  School  Lunch  Program  and  consumed 
"about  an  equivalent  amount  of  milk,  that  is,  three  billion  half  pints. 

On  February  18,  Mr.  S.  R.  Smith,  Administrator  of  the  Consumer  and  Market¬ 
ing  Service  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture,  was  questioned  by  me  on  the  cut 
in  consumption  of  milk  if  we  were  to  pass  the  Child  Nutrition  Act.  The  following 
is  taken  from  the  transcript  of  our  exchange: 

“Mr.  Smith.  They  estimate  that  on  a  $21  million  budget,  we  would  have  about 
a  third  falloff  in  the  consumption  of  milk  under  the  school  milk  program. 

“Mr.  Stalbaum.  Which  is  a  billion  half  pints. 

“Mr.  Smith.  A  third  is  a  billion,  or  about  500  million  pounds. 

“Mr.  Stalbaum.  In  other  words,  you  believe  that  this  would  reduce  the  con¬ 
sumption  of  milk  in  the  schools  about  a  billion  half  pints? 

“Mr.  Smith.  That  is  about  the  best  calculation  of  the  analysts  that  have  dug 
into  it,  Congressman.” 

A  loss  of  sales  of  500  million  pounds  of  fluid  milk  by  the  American  dairy  farmers 
is  a  substantial  loss.  More  serious,  however,  is  the  nutritive  loss  incurred  by 
American  children  who  do  not  consume  that  one-half  a  billion  pounds  of  milk 
which  they  had  previously  been  doing. 

The  United  States  already  ranks  16th  in  per  capita  of  consumption  in  dairy 
products  among  the  17  major  milk  producing  countries.  Only  the  people  of  Italy 
use  less.  Why  now  should  we  turn  toward  a  method  of  reducing  this  consumption 
further?  Those  who  have  followed  the  School  Milk  Program  are  well  aware  of 
the  benefits  it  has  brought.  This  milk  has  been  good  for  the  children.  It  has 
given  them  nutrition  without  stigma,  and  insofar  as  they  were  willing  to  partici¬ 
pate,  has  made  them  healthier  Americans. 

)  Most  serious,  however,  is  the  change  which  some  have  contemplated  in  the 
School  Milk  Program  so  that  Federal  funds  will  be  used  only  to  provide  milk  for 
the  needy,  with  others  paying  the  full  costs  of  any  milk  that  they  would  be  obliged 
to  consume.  This  raises  a  host  of  questions,  particularly  as  to  the  determination 
of  those  who  would  be  needy,  and,  therefore,  eligible.  The  only  conclusion  one 
can  finally  reach  is  that  this  decision,  if  it  is  to  be  at  all  objective,  can  only  be 
determined  through  a  means  test  of  some  sort.  As  one  observer  succinctly  stated, 
“Children  would  be  forced  to  swallow  their  pride  before  they  would  be  able  to 
swallow  any  milk.” 

Seriously,  I  ask  each  of  the  Members  of  this  Committee  to  ponder  for  a  moment, 
if  they  were  a  school  administrator,  a  teacher,  or  a  counsellor,  how  they  would 
impose  this  type  of  means  test.  Would  they  try  to  guess  at  which  children  came 
from  poor  families?  Would  they  quietly  call  each  one  into  their  office  and  ask 
some  embarrassing  questions?  Would  they  ask  each  child  to  stand  up  in  the 
classroom  and  raise  his  or  her  hand  if  the  parents  had  an  income  under  a  certain 
specified  amount?  Would  whatever  procedure  is  followed  have  to  be  held  account¬ 
able  to  the  officials  from  Washington?  And  this  last  question  as  to  the  accounta¬ 
bility  puts  in  sharp  perspective  the  contrast  between  what  is  now  proposed  and 
what  we  have  had  operating  since  1954. 

The  surest  way  to  avoid  the  problems  which  would  be  involved  in  a  change  to 
a  means  test  is  to  make  the  existing  School  Milk  Program  a  permanent  one,  as 
is  proposed  in  the  bill  before  the  Committee  today. 
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The  present  School  Milk  Program  is  about  as  free  of  red  tape  as  any  such 
program  could  hope  to  be.  There  is  no  arbitrary  imposition  on  the  children  of 
a  dietary  requirement.  There  are  also  no  restrictions  on  the  schools  as  to  whether 
the  milk  is  served  as  a  mid-morning  snack,  an  afternoon  lunch,  or  if  it  is  as  an 
added  available  item  with  the  noon  hot  lunch  served  under  the  School  Lunch 
Program.  No  tests  are  required  of  the  children  as  to  their  ability  to  pay.  If 
they  wish  to  participate,  they  merely  bring  in  their  few  pennies  and  pay  the  differ¬ 
ence  between  the  school  cost  of  the  milk  and  that  portion  which  is  paid  by  govern¬ 
ment  subsidy.  Each  school,  is,  therefore,  free  to  make  its  own  determination  as 
to  how  it  wishes  to  participate  in  the  program.  Each  child  is  free  to  determine 
if  he  or  she  wants  to  participate  in  the  program. 

And  from  this  rather  relaxed  approach,  we  have  developed  a  method  of  en¬ 
couraging  our  school  children  to  drink  three  billion  half  pints  of  milk  a  year, 
which  perhaps  otherwise  would  not  have  been  consumed  at  all. 

The  WASHIN  GTON  POST  summed  up  this  matter  well  in  an  editorial  printed 
on  February  4:  “The  milk  and  the  lunches  served  a  better  purpose  all  these  years 
than  merely  keeping  up  farm  prices.  They  were  good  for  children,  and  the  children 
continued  to  need  them  .  .  .  There  is  a  category  of  subsidies,  in  which  the  unit 
costs  are  low  and  the  benefits  broad,  which  are  properly  distributed  without  a 
means  test.  This  country  can  afford  to  encourage  nourishing  diets  for  its  school 
children,  even  in  a  year  when  dairy  prices  no  longer  require  that  support.”  . 

Problems  arise  in  the  administration  of  programs  of  this  type  when  there  is  no  ff 
assurance  of  continuity.  School  administrators  have  expressed  to  me  their  con-  ’ 
cern  over  the  purchase  of  caiptal  equipment  for  the  School  Milk  Program  if  there 
is  a  possibility  that  it  could  be  discontinued. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  School  Milk  Program  because  of  its  success  has  gained  almost 
universal  acceptance.  Its  benefits  are  great:  and  to  change,  eliminate,  or  modify 
the  Program  would  void  the  advantages  which  are  being  enjoyed  by  our  school 
children  today.  Therefore,  I  support  the  legislation  before  you  to  make  the 
School  Milk  Pi'ogram  a  permanent  one,  with  Federal  financing  continued  at  the 
same  per-unit  level  as  provided  in  the  past. 

The  Chairman.  The  Chair  now  recognizes  Congressman  B.  F. 
Sisk,  who  desires  to  make  a  statement. 

STATEMENT  OF  HON.  B.  F.  SISK,  A  REPRESENTATIVE  IN 
CONGRESS  FROM  THE  STATE  OF  CALIFORNIA 

Mr.  Sisk.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  appear  in 
support  of  my  bill,  H.R.  12806,  and  similar  bills,  before  your  com¬ 
mittee  today  to  extend  permanent  authorization  for  the  special  milk 
program  for  children. 

I  am  going  to  be  brief,  because  I  know  that  all  members  of  this 
committee  are  as  familiar  as  I  am  with  the  success  and  general  ap-/ 
proval  of  this  program  throughout  this  country  and  I  do  not  think" 
I  need  belabor  you  with  a  lot  of  facts  and  arguments  you  already 
have  heard. 

I  would  like  to  direct  your  attention  to  some  points  that  are  sig¬ 
nificant  to  me.  You  all  know  we  have  a  lot  of  new  programs  pro¬ 
viding  assistance  and  benefits  for  a  lot  of  people.  You  know  many 
of  them  are  controversial  and  all  of  us  receive  complaints  from  our 
constituents  about  some  of  them.  In  contrast,  I  cannot  remember  a 
single  adverse  criticism  of  the  special  milk  program.  My  correspond¬ 
ence  shows  overwhelming  approval  of  it  by  all  segments  of  the  popula¬ 
tion.  The  public  wants  it  and  accepts  it  and  I  think  we  should  take 
the  opportunity  of  continuing  a  program  the  people  want. 

You  also  have  before  you  the  proposed  Child  Nutrition  Act.  Now, 

I  have  no  quarrel  with  the  purposes  of  this  proposal.  I  support 
them.  As  I  understand  it,  this  act  would  provide  milk  and  other 
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nutritional  essentials  to  poor  children.  Who  can  quarrel  with  that? 
But  I  do  not  think  this  country  needs  or  should  or  will  take  milk 
away  from  other  children  to.,  supply  it  to  the  needy.  I  don’t  think 
there  should  be  any  conflict  between  the  child  nutrition  program  and 
the  special  milk  program  and  I  urge  that  your  committee  consider 
adding  the  essentials  of  the  child  nutrition  program  to  the  already 
operating  and  successful  special  milk  program,  rather  than  to  eliminate 
the  special  milk  program  and  only  partially  replace  it  with  the  nutri¬ 
tion  program. 

The  big  question  to  be  answered  by  you  gentlemen  is:  How  much 
essential  milk  is  going  to  be  served  to  how  many  children  in  this 
country?  If  the  special  milk  program  and  milk  provisions  of  the 
school  lunch  program  are  reduced  as  is  proposed,  the  answer  is  plain 
and  simple:  several  million  school  children  in  the  United  States  are 
not  going  to  drink  in  their  schools  milk  which  would  cost  approx  - 
mately  $85  million  next  year  and  in  succeeding  years.  This  is  the 
difference.  That  is  the  proposed  difference  between  the  cost  of  milk 
for  the  current  program  and  the  reduced  amount  under  the  Child 
Nutrition  Act.  While  it  would  help  needy  children,  who  should  be 
helped,  it  would  take  $85  million  worth  of  milk  away  from  other 
children,  and  that,  in  my  book,  is  not  a  way  to  cure  the  nutritional 
deficiencies  of  our  children  or  of  our  country. 

I  also  ask  that  you  note  that  this  is  no  way  to  cure  the  ills  of  our 
dairy  industry,  which  probably  is  suffering  more  serious  financial 
problems  today  than  any  other  segment  of  agriculture.  In  some 
areas,  school  lunch  purchases  provide  up  to  25  percent  of  the  fluid 
milk  market.  Dairymen,  many  of  them,  are  teetering  on  the  edge 
of  bankruptcy.  They  are  achieving  a  precarious  balance  of  supply 
and  demand.  Disruption  of  the  school  milk  program  would  gravely 
reduce  markets  and  drive  them  to  the  wall.  It  would  be  as  perilous 
to  the  economy  of  the  industry  as  it  would  to  the  nutrition  and  health 
of  our  children.  Why  in  the  world  take  such  a  step?  Why  discard 
a  good,  successful  and  accepted  program?  Why  experiment  need¬ 
lessly  with  the  health  and  well-being  of  our  children,  and  why  impose 
on  our  schools  the  almost  impossible  task  of  trying  to  put  together 
makeshift  substitutes  which  neither  the  schools  or  a  majority  of 
families  can  afford. 

To  me  the  answer  is  clear.  Above  all,  continue  and  expand  the 
school  milk  program  to  meet  growing  population  needs.  Don’t 
tinker  with  them  in  untried  experiments.  I  sincerely  hope  you  will 
see  it  that  way. 

The  Chairman.  Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Sisk. 

Mr.  Sisk.  Thank  you. 

(The  following  letter  was  submitted  by  Mr.  Sisk:) 

California  Farmer-Consumer  Information  Committee, 

Santa  Clara,  Calif.,  June  22,  1966. 

In  Support  of  H.R.  12806  (Sisk),  H.R.  13888  (Tunney),  both  of  California;  and 
similar  bills  to  extend  and  make  permanent  the  Special  Milk  Program,  and 
for  addition  of  such  extension  to  include  breakfasts  served  by  participating 
non-profit  schools  and  institutions  included  in  the  “Children’s  Special 
Milk  Act”,  provided,  the  participating  non-profit  schools  and  institutions 
operating  the  programs  shall  be  the  sole  determinants  of  the  cost  of  such  food 
to  participating  children  and  there  be  no  physical  segregation  of  or  other 
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discrimination  against  any  child  because  of  the  inability  of  his  family  to 
pay  all  or  a  portion  of  the  cost  of  food  served. 

Hon.  Harold  D.  Cooley, 

Chairman,  House  Committee  on  Agriculture,  House  Office  Building,  Washington, 
D.C.,  and  Members  of  the  Committee  on  Agriculture: 

Our  Committee,  the  California  Farmer-Consumer  Information  Committee, 
representing  the  unanimous  action  of  more  than  a  quarter  of  a  million  farmer, 
cooperative,  consumer,  labor,  professional  and  church  bodies,  re-affirmed  at  our 
June  18th  annual  meeting,  University  of  Santa  Clara,  Santa  Clara,  California, 
its  support  for  measures  before  you  to  make  permanent  the  special  milk  program 
for  children,  cited  as  the  “Children’s  Special  Milk  Act”,  H.R.  12806,  Rep.  B.F. 
Sisk,  16th  District,  California  and  H.R.  13888,  John  V.  Tunney,  38th  District, 
California,  and  similar  bills  introduced  by  Congressmen  from  the  various  states. 

Having  successfully  saved  the  existing  school  milk  program  from  obliteration 
due  to  proposed  disastrous  cuts  in  the  budget  for  the  coming  school  year,  a  cam¬ 
paign  in  which  the  entire  state  of  California  and  every  Member  of  Congress  from 
California  participated,  we  must  make  doubly  sure  that  this  basic  nutritional 
policy  is  secure,  and  with  no  less  than  the  $110,000,000  appropriated  for  the 
fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1967;  “not  less  than  $115,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year 
ending  June  30,  1968;  and  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1969,  and  each 
succeeding  fiscal  year  thereafter,  not  less  than  $120,000,000.”  (Sec.  4,  HR  12806, 
Sisk). 

The  “Children’s  Special  Milk  Act”  has  many  impacts.  Primarily  assuring 
our  future  citizens  a  nutritional  foundation  improving  general  health,  teeth, 
and  mental  alertness;  it  establishes  food  habits  in  childhood  essential  to  overcome 
pressures  in  advertising,  radio  and  television  to  substitute  non-nutritious  and  often 
harmful  food  products  for  scientifically  established  essentials  to  diet  and  growth. 

An  equally  important  factor  is  that  of  making  known  to  dairymen,  processors 
and  distributors,  the  almost  exact  amount  of  fluid  milk  which  must  be  available  in 
every  county  in  the  United  States  for  the  use  of  children  to  be  served  by  the  School 
Milk  Program.  It  is  estimated  that  5%  of  all  fluid  milk  produced  in  the  nation  is 
presently  distributed  through  the  existing  School  Milk  and  School  Lunch  Pro¬ 
grams. 

Under  the  expanded  uses  of  the  “Children’s  Special  Milk  Act”,  much  more  than 
5%  will  be  required. 

Bearing  in  mind,  as  documented  on  page  6  of  Report  No.  1446,  Mr.  Whitten,  to 
accompany  H.R.  14596,  which  restored  the  appropriations  cut  from  the  Budget 
for  the  School  Milk  and  School  Lunch  Programs,  that:  “the  supply  of  dairy  prod¬ 
ucts  on  hand  is  now  at  the  lowest  point  in  recent  years;  *  *  *  that  “The  supply 
is  expected  to  reduce  further  to  3,200  million  pounds  at  the  end  of  the  present 
marketing  year,  a  reduction  of  2,100  million  pounds”.  And  that  “This  represents 
only  about  a  month’s  supply  for  normal  domestic  purposes  *  *  *”  and  noting, 
as  stated  in  the  June  17,  1966  issue  of  “News  for  Dairy  Co-ops”,  that  “May  milk 
production  continued  its  downward  spiral,  4%  down  from  May  of  last  year.  *  *  *” 

The  enactment  of  the  “Children’s  Special  Milk  Act”  should  stimulate  efforts  of 
the  United  States  government,  of  the  states  and  of  the  industry,  to  make  sure  that 
the  dairymen  receive  a  sufficient  return  for  their  investment,  production  costs 
and  labor  to  continue  in  business,  so  that  the  growing  needs  of  consumers,  including 
our  school  children,  may  be  met. 

Thus,  an  added  economic  purpose  in  improving  the  returns  to  dairymen, 
processors,  distributors,  and  the  tax  base  for  counties,  states  and  the  nation,  may 
be  achieved. 

At  the  February  21st  meeting  of  the  California  State  Board  of  Agriculture, 
which  urged  that  Congress  enact  H.R.  12806,  data  was  submitted  by  James  M. 
Hemphill,  Supervisor,  School  Lunch  Program,  as  to  the  number  of  California 
schools  operating  the  “Special  Milk  Program”,  the  number  of  half-pints  of  milk 
served  under  that  program  and  the  percentage  increase  over  1964  in  half  pints  of 
milk  served.  The  information,  for  October  1965,  when  contracts  for  the  program 
were  executed  by  the  schools  is  as  follows: 


Number  of  schools  serving  special  milk _  2,  981 

Number  of  half  pints  of  milk  served _  18,  638,  255 

Total  daily  half-pints:  October  1965 _  2,  510,  480 

Total  daily  half-pints:  October  1964 _  2,  454,  149 


Percent  increase,  9.8  percent. 

The  continued  increase  in  population  in  California;  the  construction  of  new 
schools  to  meet  the  needs  of  more  children;  and  the  increased  e  <  f  the  Special 
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School  Milk  Program  as  its  advantages  became  more  widely  understood,  make  it 
imperative  that  the  program  be  made  permanent-  with  adequate  appropriations, 
as  defined  in  H.R.  12806  and  companion  bills.  As  stated  in  the  opening  para¬ 
graphs  of  this  statement,  our  Committee  likewise  supports  expansion  of  the 
program  to  include  school  breakfasts  with  the  safeguard  that  there  be  no  separa¬ 
tion  of  children  participating  in  the  program  based  on  family  economic  differences. 

As  noted  on  our  letterhead,  the  Consolidated  Milk  Producers  for  San  Francisco, 
the  Associated  Dairymen,  and  the  Western  Dairymen’s  Association  are  affiliates  of 
our  Committee,  all  of  them  favoring  a  permanent  School  Milk  Program. 

Mrs.  Grace  McDonald, 

Executive  Secretary. 

The  Chairman.  The  Chair  now  recognizes  Congressman  Melvin 
R.  Laird.  You  may  proceed  Mr.  Laird. 

STATEMENT  OF  HON.  MELVIN  R.  LAIRD,  A  REPRESENTATIVE 
IN  CONGRESS  FROM  THE  STATE  OF  WISCONSIN 

Mr.  Laird.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  appreciate  this  opportunity  to  appear 
before  your  committee  to  express  my  support  for  the  special  milk  pro¬ 
gram  for  children  as  embodied  in  my  bill  H.R.  12863. 

It  is  probable  that  no  other  program  operated  by  the  U.S.  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture,  or  for  that  matter  any  other  Federal  program, 
has  met  with  such  overwhelming  success  and  support  as  has  the  special 
milk  program  for  children.  Since  its  inception  in  1954,  the  program 
has  grown  to  the  point  where  in  1965  children  in  over  92,000  schools, 
child-care  institutions,  and  summer  camps  consumed  nearly  3  billion 
half  pints  of  fresh  and  wholesome  fluid  milk.  In  my  own  State  of 
Wisconsin  over  106  million  half  pints  of  milk  were  consumed  by 
children  in  3,635  schools  and  child-care  institutions  in  1965. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask  that  three  tables  supporting  these  figures  and  a 
copy  of  H.R.  12863  1  be  inserted  in  the  hearing  record  at  the  conclusion 
of  my  remarks. 

While  the  legislative  history  of  the  special  milk  program  indicates 
that,  when  the  Congress  enacted  the  program  in  1954,  it  was  aimed 
primarily  at  bringing  about  a  balance  between  an  overabundant  sup¬ 
ply  of  milk  and  the  demand  and,  although  this  surplus  disposal  aspect 
is  sometimes  a  conveniently  expressed  reason  for  continuing  the  pro¬ 
gram,  there  can  be  little  doubt  that  the  principal  objective  of  the 
special  milk  program  for  children  is  now  the  tremendous  nutritional 
benefits  that  result  from  the  improved  diets  of  children  participating 
in  this  program. 

Since  the  power  base  of  the  special  milk  program  is  made  up  of  the 
millions  of  American  children  who  benefit  from  it,  it  is  not  difficult  to 
see  why  the  unwise  request  on  the  part  of  the  administration  for  an 
80  percent  blidgetr  cut  in  the  special  milk  program  for  children  was 
the  subject  of  such  widespread  criticism  and  ridicule.  It  is  likely 
that  no  other  single  domestic  administration  proposal  received  such 
overwhelming  criticism  from  members  of  the  general  public  including 
housewives,  children,  educators,  farmers,  and  many  Members  of  Con¬ 
gress.  It  is  noteworthy  that  the  House  Committee  on  Appropriations 
has  restored  the  budget  of  the  special  milk  program  for  children  from 
the  administration  request  of  $21  million  to  $103  million.  Moreover, 
the  resolution  adopted  by  the  House  Committee  on  Agriculture  was  a 
further  expression  by  the  Congress  of  the  disapproval  of  this  ad¬ 
ministration  proposal. 


1  The  text  of  Mr.  Laird’s  bill,  H.R.  12863  may  be  found  on  p.  11. 
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The  administration  proposal,  had  it  been  approved,  would  have 
almost  completely  eliminated  the  special  milk  program  for  children. 
That  proposal  requiring  that  only  needy  children  receive  milk  coupled 
with  the  onerous  means  test  that  would  have  been  imposed  on  all 
children  was  unjustifiable  as  far  as  the  administration  budget  request 
for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1967,  was  concerned  and  is  just  as 
unjustified  as  far  as  title  II  of  the  Child  Nutrition  Act  of  1966  is 
concerned. 

In  my  view,  title  II  of  the  Child  Nutrition  Act  is  completely  objec¬ 
tionable.  The  special  milk  program  for  children  it  seems  to  me,  should 
be  considered  by  the  Congress,  as  in  the  past,  as  a  separate  and  inde¬ 
pendently  successful  program.  If  this  committee  does  substitute 
H.R.  12863  or  similar  proposals  for  the  existing  provisions  of  title  II 
of  the  Child  Nutrition  Act,  it  should  be  made  crystal  clear  that  the 
special  milk  program  for  children  is  and  will  remain  separate  from  other 
nutrition  programs  so  that  there  is  no  chance  that  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  can  consolidate  the  funds  for  the  special  milk  program  for  . 
children  with  funds  of  other  programs.  I  would  urge,  however,  that  ( 
the  special  milk  program  for  children  be  kept  separate  from  other 
nutrition  programs  since  this  would  facilitate  program  accountability 
and  administration. 

The  provisions  of  my  bill — H.R.  12863 — do  not  substantially 
change  the  existing  special  milk  program  for  children,  but  do  make  some 
needed  improvements.  My  bill  would  make  the  program  a  permanent 
one.  It  seems  unreasonable  that  a  program  as  important  as  is  this 
one,  should  be  operated  on  a  temporary  or  short-term  basis.  The 
health  and  dietary  needs  of  American  children  are  permanent  and  so 
should  be  the  special  milk  program  for  children.  The  existing 
authority  for  the  special  milk  program  expires  on  June  30,  1967. 
While  it  seems  likely  that  the  Congress  will  appropriate  at  least  $103 
million  instead  of  the  $21  million  requested  by  the  administration,  it 
is  important  that  the  Congress  take  action  now  to  enact  legislation 
such  as  H.R.  12863  this  session  so  that  the  program  now  in  operation 
is  not  allowed  to  expire.  The  program  is  most  successful  when 
participating  schools  are  given  enough  time  to  determine  the  extent 
of  their  participation.  Allowing  the  program  to  expire  this  year,  and 
waiting  until  the  next  session  of  Congress  to  continue  it  coidd  seriously 
retard  and  hamper  the  growth  of  the  program. 

A  second  revision  which  my  bill  makes  in  the  existing  program 
is  to  provide  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  with  the  authority  to  real¬ 
locate  program  funds  when  it  appears  that  a  State  educational  agency 
will  not  be  able  to  fully  utilize  funds  it  has  been  allocated.  Such  a 
provision  will  provide  for  maximum  use  of  program  funds. 

The  final  and  most  important  provision  of  my  bill  is  the  authoriza¬ 
tion  for  appropriations  for  fiscal  1967  of  $110  million;  fiscal  1968  of 
$115  million;  and,  fiscal  year  1969  and  each  succeeding  fiscal  year 
thereafter  of  $120  million.  Although  the  House  Appropriations 
Committee  has  restored  the  budget  to  $103  million,  which  is  the  same 
level  as  was  appropriated  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1967,  it  is 
important  that  we  realize  that  this  is  not  sufficient  to  provide  ade¬ 
quate  reimbursements  to  schools  and  child  care  institutions  now 
participating  in  the  program.  Since  more  children  in  more  partici¬ 
pating  outlets  are  consuming  fluid  milk  under  the  program,  the  present 
level  of  funds  is  insufficient.  In  fact,  since  participating  outlets  have 
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been  reimbursed  at  the  rate  of  90  cents  on  the  dollar  for  most  of  the 
fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1966,  nonparticipating  schools  on  extremely 
limited  budgets  have  been  discouraged  from  joining  the  program. 
Consequently,  it  is  vitally  important  to  the  children  of  our  country 
that  the  Children’s  Special  Milk  Act  as  embodied  in  H.R.  12863  be 
enacted. 


Special  milk — Average  reimbursement  rate  per  half  pint,  half  pints  reimbursed 
annually,  and  participating  outlets,  fiscal  years  1955-65 


Average  reim¬ 
bursement 
rate  per  half 
pint 

Half  pints 
reimbursed 
annually 

Participating 

outlets 

Fiscal  year — 

1955 _  _ 

Cents  per 
half  pint 
3.83 

Millions 

449.8 

Number 
41,094 
62, 266 

1956 _ 

3.  29 

1,  394.  2 
1,  752.  7 

1,  918.  2 

1957 _ 

3. 45 

7i;  239 
76,  478 
81, 587 
83,  922 

1958 _ 

3.  46 

1959 _ _ _ _ _ 

3.41 

2, 176.  2 
2,  384.  7 

I960 _ 

3.  37 

1961 _ 

3.  39 

2, 476. 7 
2, 631.  0 
2, 765. 6 
2, 929. 0 

86’  494 
88, 188 
90, 486 
91,  890 

1962 _ 

3.  37 

1963 _ 

3. 38 

1964 _ 

3.  39 

1965 _ 

3.28 

2,966.8 

92,  005 
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School  milk  program — Number  of  outlets  participating,  number  of  half  pints  reim¬ 
bursed,  and  obligations  by  States,  1964.-65 


State 

Number  of  outlets 
participating 

Estimated  number 
half  pints  milk 
reimbursed 
(in  millions) 

Obligations 
(in  thousands) 

1904 

1965 

1964 

1965 

1964 

1965 

Alabama  _  _ _ 

1,504 

1,  726 

43.6 

44.8 

$1,  454 

$1,  448 

Alaska _ _ 

69 

78 

1.2 

1.4 

33 

40 

Arizona . . . . 

596 

601 

18. 1 

17.3 

545 

519 

Arkansas _  _ 

1, 132 

1, 114 

34.1 

33.2 

1,306 

1,226 

California _ _ 

7,  325 

7,  591 

279.7 

286.5 

9,040 

9,090 

Colorado . . 

1, 197 

1,200 

27.6 

26.9 

937 

901 

Connecticut _  _ 

1, 188 

1,276 

47.4 

50.4 

1,586 

1,515 

Delaware _ _  _ 

201 

206 

9.3 

9.8 

326 

328 

District  of  Columbia _ 

210 

218 

18.9 

19.1 

603 

616 

Florida _ 

1,760 

1,589 

51.3 

58.3 

1,  292 

1,456 

Georgia _  _  _  _ 

1,  825 

1,813 

33.5 

35.5 

1, 139 

1,196 

Hawaii . .  .  . 

223 

227 

5.4 

5.3 

184 

174 

Idaho. _ _ 

525 

600 

6.9 

7.1 

229 

225 

Illinois _ _ _ 

4,  823 

4,  633 

194.8 

197.8 

6,  746 

6,  709 

Indiana _ _ 

2,  328 

2,418 

70.0 

76.6 

2,  501 

2,  632 

Iowa  _ _ 

2,276 

2,  249 

52.7 

53.0 

1,945 

1,904 

Kansas _ _ _ 

1,  260 

1, 285 

34.9 

34.9 

1,  160 

1. 131 

Kentucky . .  . 

1,834 

1,639 

51.  2 

50.9 

1,919 

1,880 

Louisiana—.  _ — - _ _ 

1, 194 

1,225 

19.  1 

19.3 

725 

711 

Maine..  ...  _  _ 

882 

873 

14.0 

14.0 

478 

464 

Maryland .  . .  . . . 

1,373 

1,437 

61.4 

64.1 

2, 149 

2, 177 

Massachusetts  _  . 

2,  922 

2,944 

108.6 

107.6 

3,  475 

3,388 

Michigan _ _ 

4,  733 

4,  660 

169.4 

170.1 

5,  809 

5,706 

Minnesota _  _ _ _ 

2,  779 

2,  841 

76.2 

77.3 

2,786 

2,710 

Mississippi . . . . . . 

1,056 

1,057 

38.3 

39.  0 

1,490 

1,476 

Missouri . .  .... _ 

3,  082 

2,984 

82.8 

61.7 

3,052 

2,208 

Montana _  _  _ 

448 

448 

6.1 

6.0 

206 

198 

Nebraska _ _  _ 

945 

992 

18.8 

19.8 

646 

672 

Nevada _  _ _ 

190 

196 

4.0 

4.4 

107 

122 

New  Hampshire  ... _  _ 

498 

515 

12.5 

13.0 

417 

424 

New  Jersey _ _  _ _ _ 

2,285 

2,  327 

100.5 

108. 1 

3,  366 

3,615 

New  Mexico _ _  _ _ 

652 

673 

28.3 

28.2 

778 

745 

New  York  _  _ _  _ 

5,  843 

6,  021 

276.5 

277.2 

9,  720 

9,  602 

North  ( 'arolina _ _ _ 

2,  252 

2,066 

61.6 

64.2 

2, 089 

2,244 

North  Dakota _ _ 

551 

549 

10.9 

11.0 

387 

391 

Ohio...  .  _ _ _ _ 

4,  420 

4,  572 

194.3 

195.5 

6, 184 

6,306 

Oklahoma _ _ _ ... 

1,458 

1,445 

34.6 

35.4 

1,119 

1,058 

Oregon _ _  _ 

1,232 

1,  284 

19.9 

19.4 

576 

534 

Pennsylvania _  ...  _ 

5,  080 

4,855 

149.8 

158.2 

4,763 

4,786 

Rhode  Island _  _ _ 

377 

368 

13.5 

12.9 

423 

416 

South  Carolina _ 

1, 183 

1,192 

22.6 

22.4 

764 

745 

South  Dakota  .  _ _ _ _ 

668 

659 

14.0 

14.3 

433 

430 

Tennessee _  _ 

2,  226 

2,157 

63.2 

62.6 

2, 141 

2,071 

Texas _  _ 

3, 666 

3,  683 

110. 1 

110.2 

3,895 

3,810 

I  tah  _  _ _ 

511 

552 

10.2 

10.9 

364 

378 

Vermont _  ._ . .  _  . 

427 

415 

6.4 

6.5 

204 

202 

Virginia  _ 

1,769 

1,788 

51.9 

53.1 

1,719 

1,691 

Washington . . 

1,711 

1,748 

45. 1 

45.2 

1,  580 

1,  490 

West  V  irginia _ _ _ 

1.108 

1,067 

15.5 

16.5 

558 

589 

Wisconsin _ _ _ 

3,  765 

3,  635 

104.7 

106.3 

3,  680 

3,651 

Wyoming...  . _ _ _ 

328 

314 

3.6 

3.6 

136 

129 

Total _ 

91,  890 

92,  005 

2, 929.  0 

2, 966. 8 

99, 164 

98,109 
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Wisconsin — Special  milk  program  for  children,  number  of  outlets  participating, 
number  of  half  pints  reimbursed,  and  obligations,  1955-65 


Number  of 
outlets 
participating 

Estimated 
number 
half  pints 
reimbursed 
(in  millions) 

Obligations 
(in  thousands) 

Fiscal  year: 

1955 _ _ _ 

2,495 

25.5 

$969 

1956 _ _ _ 

3,846 

4,271 

60.6 

2,085 

1957 _ 

69.3 

2, 370 

1958 _ _ _ _ _ 

4,385 

74.6 

2,  504 
2,  744 

1959 _ 

4.  600 

80.8 

1960 _ 

4,  608 

87.2 

2,965 

1961 _ 

4,  544 

92.0 

3,178 

1962 _ 

4, 297 

98.2 

3,  372 

1963 _ _ 

3,  927 

100.3 

3,516 

1964 _ 

3,  765 

104.7 

3,  680 

1965— _ _ _ _ 

3,  635 

106.3 

3,  651 

Source:  U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture. 


The  Chairman.  We  have  several  more  witnesses  listed  to  be 
heard.  There  is  a  rollcall  going  on  in  the  House  at  the  moment. 
We  will  have  to  recess,  and  will  recess  now  to  meet  tomorrow  morning 
at  10  o’clock. 

(Whereupon,  at  12:30  p.m.,  a  recess  was  taken  until  10  a.m., 
Friday,  June  24,  1966.) 
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CHILD  NUTRITION  ACT  AND  SPECIAL  MILK  PROGRAM 

FOR  CHILDREN 


FRIDAY,  JUNE  24,  1966 

House  of  Representatives, 

Committee  on  Agriculture, 

Washington,  D.C. 

The  committee  met  at  10  a.m.  in  room  1301,  Longworth  House 
Office  Building,  Hon.  W.  R.  Poage  (acting  chairman)  presiding. 

Present:  Representatives  Poage  (presiding),  Abernethy,  Hagen  of 
California,  O’Neal,  de  la  Garza,  Vigorito,  Greigg,  Belcher,  Teague  of 
California,  and  Dole. 

Also  present:  Christine  S.  Gallagher,  clerk;  John  J.  Heimburger, 
general  counsel;  Hyde  H.  Murray,  assistant  clerk;  and  Fowler  West, 
Staff  assistant. 

Mr.  Poage.  The  committee  will  please  come  to  order. 

I  have  been  requested  to  ask  to  insert  statements  in  the  record 
from  Congressman  William  L.  St.  Onge,  Congressman  Teno  Roncalio, 
Mr.  Harry  L.  Graham,  legislative  representative  of  the  National 
Grange;  Gordon  W.  Gunderson,  chairman  of  the  National  Legislative 
Coriimittee  of  the  American  School  Food  Service  Association  for  Child 
Nutrition;  a  letter  from  Rodney  A.  Ashby,  administrator  of  School 
Food  Services  in  the  State  of  Utah,  to  Congressman  David  S.  King; 
a  statement  by  Congressman  Vernon  W.  Thomson;  a  statement  by 
Congresswoman  Patsy  T.  Mink;  a  statement  by  Mr.  Tony  T.  Dechant, 
president  of  the  National  Farmers  Union. 

Without  objection,  these  statements  will  be  made  part  of  the  record. 

(The  statements  follow:) 

Statement  of  Hon.  William  L.  St.  Onge,  a  Representative  in  Congress 
From  the  State  of  Connecticut 

Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  committee,  I  appreciate  this  opportunity  to 
present  my  views  to  this  distinguished  Committee  on  legislation  concerning  the 
school  milk  program,  and  specifically  my  bill,  It.  It.  13489,  to  establish  this 
program  on  a  permanent  basis. 

Sacrifice  without  gain  will  be  the  result  of  a  cut  in  the  school  milk  program. 

In  the  area  of  school  lunch  programs,  significant  strides  have  been  made  during 
the  last  two  decades.  The  $103  million  allocated  to  the  Federal  Milk  Program 
for  the  current  fiscal  year  reflects  this  progress.  At  a  time  when  this  program 
has  taken  on  immeasurable  importance,  I  believe  that  an  increase  rather  than  a 
decrease  in  this  program  is  imperative.  My  belief  is  based  on  the  fact  that  we 
must  keep  abreast  of  the  exigencies  of  our  youth,  particularly  those  reared  in 
poorer  families. 

The  welfare  of  our  children  stands  out  as  a  major  challenge  deserving  our  ut¬ 
most  attention.  All  available  resources  of  this  nation  must  be  utilized  to  alleviate 
the  problems  confronting  our  youth.  There  can  be  no  question  that  the  health 
of  our  school-aged  children  cannot  be  underemphasized.  One’s  physical  well-being 
is  not  only  important  for  its  own  sake,  but  is  also  a  requisite  for  a  child  to  improve 
and  maintain  his  learning  capacities.  Similarly,  there  is  no  question  that  Federal 

37 


38 


THE  CHILD  NUTRITION  ACT 


grants  are  among  the  most  important  means  of  assuring  a  well-balanced,  nutritious 
meal  each  school  day  to  all  children,  whether  in  nursery  school,  elementary  or 
high  school,  settlement  houses  or  summer  camps.  As  one  educator  pointed  out: 

Many  children  in  the  Nation’s  schools  receive  one  good  meal  a  day  and  that  is 
provided  by  the  Ilot  Lunch  programs. 

Milk  in  particular  is  a  requisite  element  of  a  good  diet. 

It  is  obvious,  however,  that  the  daily  milk  needs  of  many  of  our  school  children 
cannot  be  met  by  themselves  or  their  parents  because  of  their  financial  difficulties. 
Furthermore,  due  to  rising  costs  and  increasing  burdens  on  their  own  budgets, 
local  school  districts  cannot  compensate  for  these  difficulties  and  adequately 
subsidize  their  own  programs. 

The  response  of  educators  to  the  Department  of  Agriculture’s  proposed  80% 
cut  in  the  Federal  milk  program  attest  to  the  necessity  of  increasing,  not  decreas¬ 
ing,  the  allocation  to  this  program,  and  the  injurious  affects  if  such  a  decrease 
becomes  an  actuality. 

The  reason  advanced  by  the  Department  of  Agriculture  for  such  a  cut  allegedly 
will  not  impair  the  goals  of  the  program,  yet  this  reasoning  is  indeed  fallacious. 
The  Department  maintains  that  under  the  present  Act  the  funds  for  such  program 
are  not  channeled  to  needy  areas,  rather  they  are  arbitrarily  disbursed  to  many 
school  districts  which  are  themselves  capable  of  adequately  subsidizing  their  own 
lunch  programs.  Thus  a  cut  accompanied  by  a  priority  system  of  allocation  will 
satisfy  the  programs  goals.  This  argument  is  obviously  erroneous  for  even  if 
funds  were  more  carefully  allocated  the  figure  of  $103  million  would  not  be  exces¬ 
sive.  To  adequately  fulfill  the  program  more  funds  are  needed. 

My  bill,  H.R.  13489,  and  other  similar  bills,  recognize  in  part  the  merits  of  the 
Department  of  Agriculture’s  system  of  priorities.  The  bill  provides  that  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  is  permitted  to  reallocate  funds  where  “the  Secretary 
shall  determine”  the  funds  “will  not  be  fully  utilized.”  However,  the  bill  right¬ 
fully  provides  for  a  gradual  increase  in  the  budget  of  this  program;  not  less  than 
$110  million  for  fiscal  year  1967  with  further  increases  for  1968  and  1969,  and  each 
succeeding  year. 

Furthermore,  the  proposed  cut  is  unfounded  when  the  benefits  of  the  program 
are  weighed  against  the  utility  of  such  funds,  if  applied  elsewhere.  When  con¬ 
sidered  in  light  of  the  entire  Federal  budget,  the  amount  which  the  Department 
of  Agriculture  proposes  to  cut  from  the  program  is  trivial  compared  with  the 
benefits  of  such  program  which  are  substantial. 

The  proposed  80%  reduction  in  the  milk  fund  will  serve  no  useful  purpose, 
while  the  results  of  such  a  cut  will  only  serve  to  impair  the  health  of  our  youngsters, 
reduce  their  effectiveness  in  learning  and  decrease  the  deficiency  of  our  school 
system.  For  these  reasons,  passage  of  H.R.  13489  or  other  similar  legislation 
cited  as  the  “Children’s  Special  Milk  Act”  is  imperative.  I  strongly  urge  this 
Committee  to  seriously  consider  these  reasons  and  to  act  favorably  on  my  bill 
or  a  similar  bill  to  establish  the  school  milk  program  on  a  permanent  basis  with 
an  adequate  annual  budget  to  meet  the  needs  of  our  growing  population. 


Statement  of  IIon.  Teno  Roncalio,  a  Representative  in  Congress 
From  the  State  of  Wyoming 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  grateful  to  you  for  this  opportunity  to  testify  on  behalf 
of  my  bill,  H.R.  14287,  the  Children’s  Special  Milk  Act  of  1966.  Of  the  many 
programs  designed  to  promote  the  general  welfare,  few  have  the  enthusiastic 
support  and  approval  enjoyed  by  the  school  milk  program.  From  its  conception 
a  generation  ago  with  6  million  children  participating,  the  program  has  been 
enlarged  to  over  18  million  students. 

The  national  school  lunch  programs  is  one  of  the  largest  non-profit  businesses, 
operating  with  annual  expenditures  in  excess  of  $1.5  billion  a  year.  Federal 
contributions  account  for  slightly  more  than  20  per  cent  of  this  total. 

This  growth  demonstrates  the  effectiveness  and  worth  of  this  program,  a  growth 
that  must  be  nurtured  not  for  the  sake  of  its  size  or  age,  but  because  it  is  a  truly 
vital  and  necessary  service  to  the  youth  of  our  nation. 

In  my  own  state  of  Wyoming,  the  program  has  been  very  well  received.  In 
fiscal  1965,  milk  was  served  in  314  Wyoming  schools  with  3.6  million  half-pints 
served  over  and  above  the  five  million  included  in  the  lunch  program.  Wyoming 
received  $129,000  from  the  federal  government  to  carry  out  this  service. 

When  the  budget  proposals  called  for  serious  reductions  in  appropriations,  I 
objected  on  the  basis  that  the  cost  of  the  program  is  small  when  it  is  considered 
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an  investment  in  the  health  of  our  nation’s  youth.  Without  this  service,  the  cost 
of  milk  would  double  in  many  cases  forcing  some  families  to  remove  their  children 
from  the  programs.  'V' 

In  addition  to  the  personal  hardship,  t..ere  are  economic  factors,  for  the  milk 
program  creates  and  develops  a  market  for  dairy  products.  The  milk  program 
supplements  the  dairy  price  support  program  because  markets  are  provided  for 
government  purchased  milk.  Otherwise  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation 
would  have  to  buy  and  store  dairy  surpluses  at  almost  the  cost  of  the  whole 
school  milk  program. 

I  was  pleased  to  work  for  restoration  of  appropriations  in  the  general  agriculture 
bill,  however,  I  believe  this  program  deserves  some  secure  place  in  the  operations 
of  our  government.  This  security  can  be  obtained  through  this  bill  which  would 
make  the  program  permanent. 

The  legislation  will  authorize  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to  encourage  con¬ 
sumption  of  milk  by  children  and  provide  appropriations  to  carry  out  this 
objective. 

At  a  time  when  school  enrollment  is  increasing,  when  the  American  people  are 
taking  positive  steps  to  combat  poverty  here  at  home  and  to  assist  in  the  elimina¬ 
tion  of  hunger  among  those  friendly  nations  who  desire  progress,  it  is  imperative 
that  this  worthy  program  be  continued  in  an  orderly  and  secure  fashion.  Thank 
you. 

Statement  of  Harry  L.  Graham,  Legislative  Representative,  National 

Grange 

The  National  Grange  is  pleased  to  lend  its  support  to  the  Child  Nutrition  Act 
of  1966  to  extend  the  National  School  Lunch  Program.  Statistics  show  that  one 
million  more  children  of  low-income  families  would  be  entitled  to  a  free  or  reduced- 
price  meal  if  it  were  available.  This  Act  would  reduce  the  problem  by  providing — 

(1)  assistance  to  schools  that  cannot  finance  all  the  free  or  reduced-price 
meals  that  should  be  served; 

(2)  funds  to  purchase  equipment  and  facilities  for  food  storage  and  prepara¬ 
tion  to  those  schools  which  cannot  afford  to  do  so  themselves;  and 

(3)  the  same  assistance  for  children  from  low-income  families  attending 
summer  schools,  child-care  centers,  summer  camps,  summer  playground 
activities  and  neighborhood  houses  as  is  available  during  the  regular  school 
year. 

As  we  have  previously  stated,  it  is  our  judgment  that  these  programs  are  pri¬ 
marily  consumer  services,  and  therefore,  should  not  properly  be  charged  to  agri¬ 
culture.  However,  such  programs  have  been  under  the  Department  of  Agricul¬ 
ture’s  jurisdiction  and  have  served  to  stimulate  market  development.  Therefore 
the  Grange  has  been  pleased  to  support  them. 

Realizing  that  a  healthy  nation  is  a  strong  nation,  we  urge  your  support  of  this 
additional  measure. 


Statement  of  Gordon  W.  Gunderson,  Chairman  of  the  Legislative  Com¬ 
mittee  of  the  American  School  Food  Service  Association 

Mr.  Chairman  and  Members  of  the  Committee,  I  am  here  today  representing 
the  more  than  48,000  members  of  the  American  School  Food  Service  Association 
which  includes  the  directors  of  the  state  agencies  responsible  for  the  administra¬ 
tion  of  the  School  Lunch  and  Special  Milk  Programs  throughout  the  Nation. 
We  are  grateful  to  you  for  granting  us  an  opportunity  to  express  our  views  con¬ 
cerning  Bill  No.  H.R.  13361 

The  American  School  Food  Service  Association  reaffirms  its  support  of  the 
intents  and  purposes  of  the  National  School  Lunch  and  Special  Milk  Programs. 
We  wish  to  again  commend  the  Congress  for  initiating  these  programs  and  support¬ 
ing  them  over  their  many  years  of  growth  and  development.  The  National 
School  Lunch  Program  has  reached  its  twentieth  anniversary,  and  the  Special 
Milk  Program  has  attained  its  position  of  prominence  after  having  demonstrated 
its  excellence  over  twelve  years  of  unprecedented  growth. 

We  are  deeply  appreciative  of  the  interest  of  the  Administration  and  the 
Congress  in  extending,  expanding,  and  strengthening  the  efforts  and  contributions 
of  these  basic  programs  to  even  more  fully  meet  the  nutritional  needs  of  the 
children  of  our  Nation. 

As  the  Congress  deliberates  upon  legislation  to  achieve  this  goal,  the  American 
School  Food  Service  Association  respectfully  wishes  to  submit  for  consideration 
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its  observations  and  recommendations  concerning  the  proposals  expressed  in 
Bill  No.  H.R.  13361. 

In  any  proposed  legislation  for  th@'  xpansion  of  school  food  service  programs 
we  respectfully  recommend  that  the, National  School  Lunch  Act,  as  amended, 
be  retained  as  the  basic  legislation. 

The  participation  in  the  School  Lunch  Program  by  more  than  36  percent  of  the 
Nation’s  school  children  in  the  past  year  attests  to  the  wisdom  of  the  Congress  in 
establishing  this  program  now  having  completed  its  twentieth  year  of  operation. 
The  technical  knowledge  it  has  gained  in  food  and  nutrition;  the  vast  stores  of 
experience  and  resources  it  has  accumulated;  the  well-established  lines  of  ad¬ 
ministration  and  communication  through  state  educational  agencies  which  it  has 
accomplished,  and  the  esteem  with  which  it  is  regarded  in  the  minds  of  the  people 
would  logically  qualify  the  School  Lunch  Program  and  its  legislative  authority  as 
the  cornerstone  upon  which  any  expansion  or  extension  of  child  nutrition  programs 
might  be  securely  built. 

Created  under  separate  Act  of  Congress  twelve  years  ago,  the  Special  Milk 
Program  has  been  a  constant  companion  and  supplement  to  the  lunch  program. 
Although  it  was  begun  in  1954  as  a  surplus  removal  program,  it  has  long  been  recog¬ 
nized  as  a  nutrition  program  in  the  Nation’s  schools. 

The  selection  of  schools  for  participation  in  this  program  as  proposed  in  Section 
203,  Title  II  of  the  Child  Nutrition  Act,  would  be  tantamount  to  its  termination. 
Non-participating  schools  have  had  ample  opportunity  over  the  past  several  years 
to  participate  in  the  milk  program  and  to  be  reimbursed  for  the  milk  served. 
Section  215.7(f)  of  the  Secretary’s  Regulations  authorizes  reimbursement  to 
schools  for  milk  served  without  charge  to  needy  children  at  a  rate  equal  to  the  cost 
of  the  milk  to  the  schools.  It  is  not  required  that  the  “needy  school”  participate  in 
the  lunch  program  in  order  to  qualify  for  such  special  rate  of  reimbursement. 
Therefore,  we  can  see  no  reason  for  anticipating  any  significant  expansion  of  the 
program  to  children  in  schools  not  now  participating  by  denying  reimbursement 
to  schools  having  a  food  service.  All  of  the  schools  which  have  been  serving 
lunches  in  the  past  several  years  also  have  a  number  of  needy  pupils  who  can  bene¬ 
fit  from  the  additional  milk  but  who  cannot  afford  to  pay  for  it.  Subsidizing  only 
the  milk  served  to  the  needy  in  such  schools  would,  in  our  opinion,  be  administra¬ 
tively  unacceptable  and  discriminatory  as  far  as  the  children  would  be  concerned. 

The  grants-in-aid  to  assist  states  in  starting  breakfast  programs  and  for  non¬ 
food  assistance  for  acquisition  of  facilities  to  establish,  maintain,  and  expand 
food  service  programs  in  schools  drawing  attendance  from  areas  in  which  poor 
economic  conditions  exist  as  proposed  in  Title  III  and  Title  V  will  bring  about 
improved  nutrition  for  untold  thousands  of  children  whose  dietary  needs  are  not 
now  being  met.  Title  V  is  much-needed  legislation  and  support  for  all  titles  of 
the  Act. 

We  recommend  that  Title  IV  be  termed  “Special  Food  Service  Assistance  for 
Children  in  Non-School  Programs,”  and  that  the  apportionment  of  funds  among 
the  states  be  based  upon  the  “assistance  need  rate”  as  provided  in  Sec.  601(f)  of 
Title  VI  and  the  number  of  children  of  ages  5  through  17  years. 

The  urgent  need  for  augmenting  state  staffs  is  almost  universal.  The  proposal 
under  Sec.  605,  Title  VI,  of  the  Act  to  utilize  a  small  portion  of  the  appropria¬ 
tion  to  help  state  educational  agencies  meet  expenses  in  administration  of  the 
programs  will  be  of  significant  help  in  strengthening  each  state’s  school  food  service 
staff  in  order  that  additional  technical  assistance  may  be  given  to  schools  in 
starting  the  new  programs  and  in  meeting  the  many  diverse  challenges  of  school 
food  services. 

Although  we  understand  the  intents  and  purposes  of  Sec  606,  Title  VI,  we  re¬ 
spectfully  recommend  the  addition  of  a  provision  which  would  prohibit  the  dupli¬ 
cation  of  assistance  to  such  programs  from  federal  sources  in  utilizing  funds  appro¬ 
priated  under  the  provisions  of  the  Child  Nutrition  Act. 

Again,  I  want  to  thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  for  granting  us  an  opportunity  to 
be  heard. 
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State  of  Utah, 

Department  of  Public  Instruction, 

Division  of  School  Food  Services, 

Salt  Lake  City,  Utah,  May  81,  1966. 

Hon.  David  S.  King, 

House  of  Representatives, 

Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Mr.  King:  We  are  quite  concerned,  and  not  a  little  confused  with  the 
prospects  for  School  Food  Services  in  1966-67.  The  Department  of  Agriculture 
is  continually  pushing  for  the  implementation  of  the  “Child  Nutrition  Act.” 
After  some  careful  analysis  of  current  operations  and  the  prospects  outlined  in 
the  “Child  Nutrition  Act  for  1966,”  we  feel  that  the  existing  National  School 
Lunch  Act,  with  a  very  few  amendments,  could  accomplish  the  same  goals  as 
proposed  in  the  “Child  Nutrition  Act.”  In  addition,  the  few  amendments  to  the 
present  act  would  be  much  more  amenable  in  our  state  and  would  accomplish  a 
great  deal  more  than  we  believe  could  be  accomplished  through  implementation  of 
a  total  new  program,  as  outlined  in  the  proposed  H.R.  13361. 

As  examples,  we  cite  Section  V  of  the  present  National  School  Lunch  Act,  if 
fully  implemented,  would  provide  the  same  non-food  assistance  as  found  in 
Title  V  of  the  Nutrition  Bill.  It  appears  to  us  that  funds  which  are  proposed  for 
a  breakfast  program  on  a  limited  pilot  or  experimental  program  basis  would  divert 
)  funds  from  the  School  Lunch  Program  as  we  now  know  it,  for  a  program  which  it 
is  questionable  would  be  as  far-reaching  in  its  advantageous  effect  on  the  children 
in  Utah  as  would  be  the  extension  of  the  current  School  Lunch  Program.  The 
same  situation  exists  as  pertains  to  Section  11  of  the  current  program.  With  a 
few  amendments  to  this  section  and  sufficient  funding  the  objectives  of  the 
“Child  Nutrition  Act”  would  be  achieved  through  this  section  of  the  current  act 
with  less  effort  and  actually,  with  less  money  than  would  be  required  if  this 
phase  of  the  program  were  implemented  in  the  proposed  “Child  Nutrition  Act.” 
Our  share  of  the  $50  million,  if  added  to  the  proposed  $2  million  in  Section  11 
would  be  much  more  effective  in  Utah  in  achieving  the  objectives  of  the  “Child 
Nutrition  Act”  than  the  new  proposal  itself. 

We  are  in  agreement  with  the  Department  of  Agriculture  that  the  National 
School  Lunch  Program  has  been  of  great  benefit  to  the  children  of  the  nation 
during  the  past  20  years.  We  also  agree  that  there  is  a  need  for  strengthening  and 
extending  school  and  other  child  feeding  programs  in  this  country.  Because  of 
the  success  of  the  National  School  Lunch  Program  over  the  past  20  years  we 
respectfully  suggest  slight  revisions  in  the  National  School  Lunch  Act,  which 
would  provide  the  benefits  proposed  in  the  “Child  Nutrition  Act.” 

Our  problem  in  Utah  is  that  the  proposed  “Child  Nutrition  Act”  earmarks 
funds  for  various  programs  which  will  not  satisfy  or  take  care  of  the  needs  of  the 
students  in  the  State  of  Utah.  We  do  not  have  concentrated  pockets  of  poverty 
as  such  under  a  single  Board  of  Education,  yet  we  have  needy  children  in  every 
school  district  in  the  state.  We  would  prefer  a  program  which  would  enable 
us  to  reach  every  needy  child  in  the  40  school  districts,  regardless  of  where  they 
reside.  Regulations  governing  the  “Child  Nutrition  Act”  could  easily  restrict 
)  the  funds  for  Utah  for  this  purpose.  Needy  children  are  enrolled  in  all  school 
districts  and  for  the  past  20  years  we  have  expanded  the  program  to  include 
practically  every  school  in  every  school  district  in  the  State  of  Utah,  with  the 
exception  of  Salt  Lake  City.  Through  current  federal  programs  such  as  Head 
Start  and  OEO  Salt  Lake  City  District  appears  to  be  showing  more  interest  in 
the  School  Lunch  Program.  We  hope  this  is  true,  and  that  programs  outlined 
for  1966-67  will  be  funded  and  regulations  will  allow  us  to  expand  the  program 
to  Salt  Lake  City  School  District. 

We  believe  our  success  in  Utah  has  come  from  concentrating  our  efforts  on 
the  school  lunch  as  a  complete  Type  A  lunch  rather  than  expanding  school  feeding 
to  include  a  la  carte  and  other  snack  bar  feeding.  We  are  currently  reaching 
over  50%  of  the  children  in  the  state,  including  children  enrolled  in  Salt  Lake 
City.  We  are  serving  more  nearly  70%  of  those  to  whom  the  program  is  avail¬ 
able.  This,  we  think,  is  a  fairly  good  record.  However,  we  need  revisions  in 
the  current  law  and  help,  particularly  financial,  in  terms  of  cash  and  commodities, 
in  order  to  expand  the  program  to  additional  students  who  are  not  now  participat¬ 
ing. 

Utah’s  participation  in  the  limited  Section  1 1  fund  this  year  ($10,600)  we  believe 
proves  a  point  that  flexibility  provided  in  Section  11  would  enable  us  to  reach 
more  needy  children  with  a  smaller  outlay  of  total  funds  than  would  the  program 
outlined  in  the  proposed  “Child  Nutrition  Act.”  Section  11  of  the  National 
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School  Lunch  Act  would,  if  adequately  funded,  provide  opportunities  for  our 
extending  the  program  to  needy  children  in  all  school  districts. 

With  slight  revisions  in  the  current  Section  1 1  of  the  National  School  Lunch 
Act,  the  proposed  Title  VI,  Other  Group  Feeding,  could  be  implemented  to 
include  all  additional  child  feeding  which  is  proposed  in  the  new  Act.  Certainly 
extension  of  school  feeding  to  younger  children,  and  over  a  longer  period  of  time, 
including  summer  programs,  is  a  desirable  objective.  We  urge  that  all  child 
feeding  be  implemented  in  the  schools,  and  channeled  through  the  State  Board 
of  Education  office.  This  would  be  more  economical  since  we  are  already  pro¬ 
viding  lunches,  and  have  the  facilities  to  expand  the  program  without  appreciable 
additional  costs  for  buildings  and/or  equipment.  The  current  procedure  of 
providing  lunches  through  OEO,  Head  Start  and  other  programs,  which  are  not 
under  the  specific  supervision  and  direction  of  the  state  office  is  confusing.  This 
is  duplication  of  effort,  and  we  believe  it  would  be  much  more  logical  and  eco¬ 
nomical  for  the  program  to  be  channeled  through  one  source. 

As  to  equipment,  we  have  very  few  schools  in  the  state  that  are  not  well  equipped. 
However,  if  Salt  Lake  City  comes  into  the  program  there  would  be  a  need  for 
equipment  providing  the  regulations  were  liberal  enough  to  include  some  of 
their  schools.  I  have  pointed  out  previously,  however,  that  the  current  School 
Lunch  Law  provides  for  equipment  if  this  section  were  funded. 

As  to  state  administration  funds,  we  could  certainly  use  some  assistance, 
particularly  if  programs  are  thus  expanded,  and  if  the  Salt  Lake  City  School 
District  comes  into  the  state  plan.  Here  again,  we  believe  that  amendments 
to  the  current  law  would  be  much  simpler  than  a  new  school  lunch  law  with 
the  myriad  titles,  sections,  and  regulations  which  will  certainly  be  forthcoming 
if  the  “Child  Nutrition  Act”  is  enacted  into  law. 

As  has  been  mentioned  in  previous  correspondence,  we  cannot  operate  a  realistic 
program  with  a  feast  of  government  commodities  one  year,  and  a  famine  the  next. 
We  need  some  semblance  of  stability  in  order  to  plan  food  budgets.  Utah  is 
one  of  the  highest  users  of  commodities  in  the  nation,  and  the  dearth  of  com¬ 
modities  this  year  has  created  a  hardship  in  our  state  out  of  proportion  to  that 
in  many  other  states.  Since  1958  the  values  of  commodities  have  exceeded  the 
federal  cash  reimbursement  per  meal  nationally,  and  has  far  exceeded  it  in  Utah. 

In  the  budget  as  proposed  we  notice  that  the  state  and  local  support  would 
be  stepped  up  considerably.  I  would  draw  to  your  attention  that  last  year 
the  State  Legislature  in  the  State  of  Utah  doubled  the  support  for  School  Food 
Services,  and  we  are  not  in  a  position  to  go  back  to  the  Legislature  again  this 
year  for  additional  money.  The  current  state  support  is  liberal,  and  because 
of  the  fact  that  it  came  at  a  very  opportune  time,  we  have  been  able  to  keep  the 
program  intact  this  year,  whereas,  without  the  additional  state  support  we  would 
have  been  in  real  trouble,  because  the  commodities  were  so  sparse  during  the 
current  school  year.  State  cash  support  of  the  program  in  LTtah  is  substantially 
greater  than  the  federal  cash  apportionment  to  the  state.  This  is  in  addition  to 
contributions  at  the  local  district  level,  which  is  substantial. 

It  is  our  contention,  therefore,  that  the  “Child  Nutrition  Act  of  1966”  would 
be  more  difficult  and  cumbersome  to  administer  and  would  be  restrictive  in  our 
state  because  of  so  many  earmarked  funds  specifically  for  areas  of  concentration 
of  poverty,  instead  of  allowing  for  expansion  of  the  present  program  to  all  needy 
children,  regardless  of  where  they  reside,  or  in  which  school  or  district  they  are 
enrolled. 


In  considering  legislation  for  the  coming  year,  we  trust  that  you  will  keep 
in  mind  the  effects  that  innovations  will  have  in  the  State  of  Utah,  where  we 
operate  on  a  district  consolidated  basis.  We  welcome  the  opportunity  to  exchange 
views  on  proposed  program  improvements  with  you.  Our  people  all  over  the 
state  from  whom  you  have  heard  are  appreciative  of  your  interest  and  support. 

Kindest  personal  regards,  and  again  our  appreciation  from  the  State  of  LTtah. 

Sincerely  yours, 


Rodney  A.  Ashby, 
Administrator,  School  Food  Services. 


Statement  of  Hon.  Vernon  W.  Thomson,  A  Representative  in  Congress 
From  the  State  of  Wisconsin 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  appear  here  today  in  support  of  my  bill,  H.R.  12854,  which 
proposes  to  make  the  special  milk  program  for  children  permanent. 
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Federal  assistance  in  furnishing  milk  to  children  in  schools,  child  care  centers 
and  institutions  has  the  overwhelming  approval  of  a  vast  majority  of  the  people 
who  we  represent. 

Mv  bill  would  continue  the  special  milk  program  as  it  is  presently  adminis¬ 
tered.  I  do  not  propose  to  introduce  a  “means  test”  as  is  proposed  in  bill  II. R. 
13361  offered  by  the  Administration. 

I  do  not  subscribe  to  the  idea  that  in  furnishing  milk  to  our  children  we  dis¬ 
criminate  between  them  on  the  basis  of  family  income  or  other  distinguishing 
factors.  I  am  sure  school  administrators  would  not  want  to  discriminate  be¬ 
tween  children  in  administering  the  program. 

The  special  milk  program  has  been  effective  in  three  respects:  (a)  It  has  pro¬ 
vided  a  market  for  milk,  thus  aiding  the  hard  pressed  dairy  farmer,  (b)  It  has 
increased  health  standards,  (c)  It  has  provided  for  new  milk  consumers  and 
keeps  old  ones  as  consumers  because  they  have  become  accustomed  to  drinking 
milk. 

There  are  definite  advantages  to  making  the  special  school  milk  program 
permanent.  Public  resentment  over  the  President’s  proposal  to  cut  back  on 
funds  for  the  program  clearly  shows  that  parents  demand  the  milk  program  be 
made  permanent. 

The  people  responsible  for  formulating  school  and  institutional  budgets  qualify¬ 
ing  for  the  milk  program  will  be  able  to  plan  with  the  certainty  of  knowing  they 
will  have  funds  to  pay  the  cost  of  the  milk  program.  This,  I  am  sure,  is  a  very 
important  consideration  for  school  administrators  and  school  boards. 

Another  consideration,  though  not  as  important  as  those  already  stated,  is  that 
Congress  should  settle  the  matter  once  and  for  all  and  not  quibble  about  the  pro¬ 
gram  every  year. 

I  sincerely  hope  that  the  Committee  on  Agriculture  which  fully  understands 
the  value  of  the  school  milk  program,  its  economic  and  health  benefits,  will  support 
a  permanent  school  milk  program. 


Statement  of  Hon.  Patsy  T.  Mink,  a  Representative  in  Congress  From 

the  State  of  Hawaii 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  grateful  for  being  given  the  opportunity  to  appear  before 
this  Committee  today  to  testify  in  behalf  of  the  Child  Nutrition  Act  of  1966  and 
the  Children’s  Milk  Act  of  1966. 

On  March  15,  1966,  I  introduced  my  bill,  II.  R.  13630,  in  response  to  the  Ad¬ 
ministration’s  intention  to  reduce  the  Special  Milk  Program  for  fiscal  1967  to  $21 
million  from  the  $103  million  that  was  budgeted  for  it  during  the  current  fiscal 
year.  This  program  has  worked  well  since  its  inception  in  1954,  and  I  am  re¬ 
luctant  to  see  it  turned  into  a  program  for  needy  children  only,  thereby  ignoring 
the  benefits  to  the  health  of  all  the  children  who  have  been  participating. 

The  Special  Milk  Program  has  been  popular  enough  that  over  five  million 
half-pints  of  milk  are  being  consumed  annually  in  Hawaii  under  its  provisions. 
Now  that  the  Administration  has  moved  to  re-direct  this  program  to  be  one  pri¬ 
marily  for  needy  children,  I  am  fearful  that  many  youngsters  who  formerly  re¬ 
ceived  the  milk  at  reduced  rates  will  no  longer  benefit.  Though  I  have  no  quarrel 
with  the  expansion  of  milk  distribution  to  needy  children,  I  believe  we  can  afford 
to  do  both — provide  milk  free  to  those  who  would  not  otherwise  get  it,  and  also 
provide  milk  at  reduced  cost  to  those  who  are  not  stamped  in  the  needy  category. 
We  must  not  lose  sight  of  the  incentive  to  drink  milk  that  is  offered  all  students, 
regardless  of  their  means,  when  school  officials  push  such  a  program  as  this. 

The  health  benefits  of  the  Special  Milk  Program  are  so  important  to  our  Nation 
that  I  would  hate  to  see  it  continue  to  be  tied  to  the  existence  of  dairy  surpluses,  as 
was  true  when  the  program  was  initiated.  I  am  pleased  to  note  that  the  proposed 
Child  Nutrition  Act  of  1966,  H.R.  13361,  also  departs  from  the  principle  of  tying 
milk  and  lunch  programs  to  agricultural  surpluses. 

One  feature  I  do  find  questionable  in  the  Child  Nutrition  Act,  however,  is  the 
allotment  of  funds  under  Title  II,  the  Special  Milk  Program  section  of  the  bill. 
Under  Title  II,  50%  of  the  funds  authorized  for  the  Special  Milk  Program  will  be 
apportioned  among  the  50  states  according  to  relative  population  figures  for  young 
people  between  the  ages  of  5  and  17.  This  is  eminently  fair.  However,  the 
remaining  50%  shall  be  set  aside  for  the  discretion  of  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
to  distribute  during  the  next  two  years  according  to  proven  need  requests  sub¬ 
mitted  by  States,  and  the  Secretary’s  decisions  for  the  allocation  of  this  50% 
during  these  two  years  shall  then  become  the  permanent  formula  for  Special  Milk 
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assistance!  Thus,  some  school  districts  of  the  country  would  be  placed  in  a 
permanent  deprived  category,  regardless  of  population  or  economic  shifts  in  the 
future  which  cannot  be  foretold  now.  How  much  more  desirable  it  would  be, 
and  how  much  stigma  it  would  prevent  being  attached  to  such  districts  and 
students,  if  this  program  were  expanded  to  fill  the  needs  of  those  who  cannot 
afford  milk  and  still  serve  its  present  vital  function  of  encouraging  widespread 
milk  consumption  by  all  students. 

With  the  other  features  of  the  Child  Nutrition  Act,  I  am  in  substantial  agree¬ 
ment — the  providing  of  lunches  at  reduced  cost  or  no  cost  to  children  unable  to 
pay,  breakfast  programs  for  needy  children  and  for  children  who  travel  a  long  way 
to  school,  special  food  service  programs  for  youngsters  in  camps  and  daycare 
centers  on  a  seasonal  basis,  and  funds  for  facilities  for  school  food  service  where 
there  are  none  in  economically  depressed  areas. 

However,  the  Child  Nutrition  Act  of  1966  contains  no  mention  of  funds  to  be 
allotted  for  its  various  titles.  If  indeed  the  Special  Milk  Program  is  maintained 
at  full  level,  or  higher,  then  I  will  be  in  total  concurrence.  However,  any  cuts  in 
Title  II,  in  view  of  the  established  priorities  of  providing  milk  for  first,  schools 
without  food  service,  secondly,  needy  children  in  schools  with  food  service,  and 
third,  schools  and  nonprofit  institutions  for  all  children,  I  am  concerned  lest  the 
trickle-down  to  all  students  in  the  third  category  will  in  effect  be  the  same  as  the 
Administration’s  earlier  proposal  to  cut  the  Special  Milk  Program  by  80  percent. 

Let  me  reiterate  to  make  my  position  clear.  I  am  in  no  way  against  the  pro¬ 
posals  to  provide  breakfast,  lunches,  and  milk  to  needy  children  in  America.  I 
will  stand  fully  behind  such  legislation.  But  I  also  will  oppose  any  cutbacks  in 
the  Special  Milk  Program  as  it  has  been  made  available  to  all  children  for  the 
past  12  years.  We  are  concerned  here  not  only  with  economic  need,  but  with 
government  sponsorship  of  food  health  for  our  Nation’s  youth.  How  can  we 
afford  to  withdraw  from  such  a  principle? 


Statement  of  Tony  T.  Dechant,  President,  National  Farmers  Union 

Mr.  Chairman  and  Members  of  the  Committee,  I  want  to  thank  the  Chairman 
and  Members  of  the  Committee  for  this  opportunity  to  present  the  views  of  Na¬ 
tional  Farmers  Union  on  H.R.  13361. 

The  objective  of  this  legislation  is  to  extend  the  benefits  of  the  National  School 
Lunch  Program — a  goal  long  supported  by  National  Farmers  Union.  We  have 
testified  on  a  number  of  occasions  in  the  past  concerning  the  need  to  expand  the 
program  to  schools  now  without  any  kind  of  feeding  program  and  to  make  it  more 
effective  in  meeting  the  nutritional  needs  of  children  in  schools  with  a  program. 

We  are  especially  pleased  to  learn  that  President  Johnson,  through  Secretary 
Freeman,  has  indicated  that  he  will  ask  for  a  special  $42  million  supplemental 
appropriation  to  finance  a  low  price  lunch  program  in  schools  serving  needy  areas. 
We  understand  that  Section  11  of  the  National  School  Lunch  Act  authorizes  such 
a  program. 

In  order  that  there  will  be  no  misunderstanding  as  to  the  position  of  Farmers 
Union,  we  endorse  H.R.  13550  introduced  by  Chairman  Cooley  with  bills  also 
introduced  by  Congressman  Stalbaum  (H.Pt.  128051,  Congressman  Olson  (H.R. 
12984),  Congressman  Resnick  (H.R.  13234),  and  Congressman  Bandstra  (H.R. 
13668),  and  other  members  of  the  Congress  to  extend  and  make  permanent  the 
Special  Milk  Program.  We  believe  that  the  progressive  increases  in  funds  up  to 
a  $120  million  by  fiscal  year  1969  is  needed  to  meet  the  requiremets  of  milk  of  an 
expanded  school  enrollment;  therefore,  we  urge  that  the  provisions  of  H.R.  13550 
be  approved  in  whatever  form  the  committee  sees  fit,  as  a  separate  bill  or  incor¬ 
porated  in  the  Child  Nutrition  Act. 

In  this  connection  we  would  point  out  that  Secretary  Freeman  has  indicated 
that  he  would  not  object  to  making  the  School  Milk  Program  permanent.  Our 
organization  earlier  asked  Congress  to  enact  H.R.  13550,  introduced  by  Chairman 
Cooley  and  co-sponsored  by  the  above  Members  of  the  Committee.  We  believe 
this  program  is  needed  and  that  it  can  be  justified  in  terms  of  nutritional  need  of 
school-age  children. 

The  delegates  to  the  recent  convention  of  National  Farmers  Union,  for  example, 
spelled  out  their  immediate  and  specific  objectives  in  the  Policy  Statement  of 
our  organization  as  follows: 

“School  Lunch  and  School  Milk. — Increased  appropriations  for  school  lunch 
and  a  permanent  milk  program  to  meet  the  need  created  by  an  expanding  enroll¬ 
ment  in  our  schools.  Congress  should  continue  to  offer  Federal  aid  for  all  partici- 
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pating  children  not  just  for  underprivileged.  We  find  several  commendable 
proposals  in  the  suggested  Child  Nutrition  Act,  particularly  for  grants  in  aid  fox- 
kitchen  and  lunchroom  equipment  for  schools  now  without  a  program,  for  a 
pilot  school  breakfast  program  and  for  efforts  to  expand  total  participation. 
However,  we  feel  these  new  measures  should  be  in  addition  to  what  is  now  being 
done,  rather  than  as  a  replacement  for  it.” 

There  is  no  more  pathetic  problem  facing  our  Nation  than  that  of  children 
who  arrive  at  school  hungry.  Learning  is  a  futile  effort  for  such  children  and  a 
waste  of  the  teaching  and  physical  resources  that  may  be  dedicated  to  the  task. 
We  especially  want  to  commend  you,  Chairman  Cooley,  for  your  understanding 
of  the  need  for  inaugurating  a  pilot  breakfast  program. 

Further,  we  believe  that  the  program  provided  by  H.R.  13361  to  establish  a 
permanent  program  to  assist  low  income  school  districts  to  acquire  food  service 
equipment  is  a  meritorious  step  forward  in  the  effort  to  close  the  nutritional 
gap  that  exists  among  our  school-age  children. 

While  we  are  greatly  encouraged  by  the  understanding  and  humane  attitudes 
that  the  bill  before  the  Committee  reflects,  we  want  to  point  out  that  additional 
funds  must  be  appropriated  by  the  Congress  if  the  provisions  of  the  bill  are  to 
be  of  maximum  benefit  to  the  Nation. 

We  know  of  no  more  important  way  to  utilize  the  resources  of  our  Nation  than 
to  expand  the  programs  authorized  under  the  School  Lunch  Act,  as  the  bill  would 
amend  or  expand  it  toward  the  goal  of  providing  school-age  children  the  food  they 
need.  This  effort  should  be  made  without  regard  to  the  financial  status  of  the  parents . 

In  closing  we  would  like  to  point  out  that  the  funds  provided  by  Congress  have, 
for  the  most  part,  been  a  very  small  percentage  of  the  total  of  funds  spent  on  school 
feeding  programs.  As  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  has  pointed  out,  the  $325 
million  a  year  which  the  Federal  Government  has  provided  in  dollars  and  in  do¬ 
nated  foods  annually  over  the  past  few  years  is  largely  a  catalyst  to  help  provide 
the  incentive  for  states  and  local  communities  to  establish  school  feeding  programs, 
contributing  their  own  resources. 

In  every  school  where  a  program  exists,  there  are  dedicated  employees  and 
many  volunteers  who  have  made  possible  the  School  Lunch  Program  as  we  know 
it.  They  are  to  be  commended  because  without  their  leadership,  dedication 
and  work  the  School  Lunch  Program  would  not  have  been  the  effective  progi'am 
that  it  is  today. 

Mr.  Poage.  Our  first  witness  listed  is  Congressman  Stratton,  who 
is  not  here. 

Next  is  Congressman  Horton,  tvho  is  not  here. 

Next  is  Congressman  Kastenmeier,  who  is  not  here. 

Next  we  have  Congressman  McEwen,  who  is  right  here  on  the  spot. 

We  shall  be  glad  to  hear  from  you. 

STATEMENT  OF  HON.  ROBERT  C.  McEWEN,  A  REPRESENTATIVE 
IN  CONGRESS  FROM  THE  STATE  OF  NEW  YORK 

Mr.  McEwen.  Mr.  Chairman,  first  permit  me  to  thank  you  and 
the  distinguished  members  of  your  committee  for  affording  me  this 
opportunity  to  appear  before  you  with  reference  to  the  Child  Nutrition 
Act  and  the  numerous  bills  designed  to  create  a  permanent  special 
milk  program  for  children.  Undoubtedly,  this  Congress  will  long  be 
remembered  as  one  deeply  appreciative  of  the  value  of  sound  nutri¬ 
tional  concern  for  our  Nation’s  youth.  We  have  all  long  regarded  the 
school  lunch  and  special  milk  programs  as  efficiently  run,  well-admin¬ 
istered,  and  soundly  beneficial  programs  receiving  well-deserved 
priase.  Indeed,  congressional  restoration  of  the  proposed  budget 
cuts  of  $19  and  $82  million  for  the  school  lunch  and  special  milk 
programs  served  as  eloquent  witness  of  the  Congress’  awareness  and 
interest  in  this  vital  area.  As  Chairman  Cooley  has  said,  “Both 
programs  have  worked  well  and  have  contributed  to  the  health  of 
many  children.” 


46 


THE  CHILD  NUTRITION  ACT 


Title  II  of  the  Child  Nutrition  Act  incorporates  the  special  milk 
program.  I  am  not  sure  that  this  is  desirable.  Rather,  I  would  pre¬ 
fer  to  see  the  special  milk  program  remain  separate  and  made 
permanent. 

Though  the  program  is  basically  a  nutritional  program,  undoubtedly 
it  has  also  assisted  in  raising  the  income  of  the  dairy  farmer  by  en¬ 
couraging  consumption  of  fluid  milk,  thus  bringing  about  balance 
between  supply  and  demand.  This  side  effect  is  obviously  desirable 
in  that  milk  production  has  been  dropping  at  a  most  alarming  rate. 

In  April  it  was  down  3.8  percent  from  that  of  April  1965;  in  March, 
down  4.6  percent;  in  February  down  5.8  percent;  and  in  January 
down  5.3  percent.  I  also  note  that  as  of  January  1966  there  were  6 
percent  fewer  dairy  cows  on  U.S.  farms,  in  total  the  smallest  number 
since  1900. 

Because  of  the  proven  past  success  and  effectiveness  of  the  special 
milk  program,  I  feel  that  it  would  be  best  to  make  this  program 
permanent.  This  relatively  modest  investment  in  the  health  of  our 
children  should  not  be  a  temporary  program  nor  subject  to  limitation 
and/or  curtailment  due  to  budget  manipulations. 

At  this  time  I  might  also  note  that  I  do  not  think  we  should  affix 
a  “means  test”  to  determine  which  schoolchild  can  receive  his  pint 
of  milk  under  the  program.  In  the  era  of  the  “Great  Society”  it 
appears  somewhat  incongruous  that  discussion  is  raised  suggesting  that 
an  economically  discriminatory  program  has  to  be  launched. 

Judging  the  special  milk  program  on  its  past  performance,  we  might 
easily  conclude  that  the  program  should  be  made  permanent,  remain 
separate,  and  receive  a  graduated  annual  appropriation.  This  will 
insure  its  continued  effectiveness  in  the  ultimate  and  immediate 
interest  of  our  Nation  and  its  youth. 

Mr.  Chairman  and  gentlemen,  I  was  pleased  to  note  Chairman 
Cooley’s  remarks  earlier  this  year  when  he  took  strong  exception  to 
providing  the  means  test.  I  believe  his  words  were: 

The  idea  of  a  child  having  to  be  identified  in  a  school  as  coming  from  a  poor 
family  to  get  a  glass  of  milk  is  an  affront  to  the  child  and  his  family. 

One  little  aside  I  would  make  on  that  in  conclusion.  In  a  recent 
trip  in  my  district  I  met  with  a  young  attorney  who  said  that  his  own 
recollections  of  the  depression  years  of  the  thirties  were  limited  to 
one  thing  that  was  very  vivid  in  his  mind.  He  said: 

I  came  from  a  family  where  fortunately  my  father  had  a  job.  I  knew  people 
were  out  of  work  but  I  was  a  little  too  young  to  understand  the  full  impact  and 
meaning  of  the  economic  depression. 

He  said: 

I  do  recall  as  a  student  in  grade  school  there  came  a  time  in  the  forenoon  of 
the  school  day  when  certain  of  my  classmates  were  called  out  by  name  to  leave 
the  room.  The  purpose  of  it  was  that  they  be  given  their  free  half  pint  of  milk. 

He  said: 

It  wasn’t  long  before  these  children  were  singled  out  and  called  out  for  that 
milk  and  became  quite  embarrasse'd  about  the  fact  they  were  poor  children  and 
were  being  treated  differently  from  others. 
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He  said: 

I  recall  some  of  them  were  so  embarrassed  by  it  that  they  didn’t  want  to 
participate. 

I  think  this  illustrates  the  point  that  Chairman  Cooley  made  in  his 
statement,  to  which  I  subscribe,  and  I  hope  that  members  of  this 
committee  do,  also.  We  should  not  have  any  program  which  would 
indicate  the  need  for  a  means  test  to  determine  who  is  to  receive  a  half 
pint  of  milk. 

I  thank  you  for  the  opportunity  of  appearing  before  this  committee. 

Mr.  Poage.  We  thank  you,  Mr.  McEwen. 

We  are  very  much  obliged  to  you. 

Mr.  Teague.  I  would  like  to  commend  Mr.  McEwen  on  a  very 
constructive  and  effective  statement. 

Mr.  McEwen.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Teague. 

Mr.  Poage.  Our  next  witness  will  be  Congressman  Horace  R. 
Ivornegay  followed  by  Mr.  Patrick  B.  Healy,  the  assistant  secretary, 
\  National  Milk  Producers  Association. 

STATEMENT  OF  HON.  HORACE  R.  KORNEGAY,  A  REPRESENTATIVE 
IN  CONGRESS  FROM  THE  STATE  OF  NORTH  CAROLINA 

Mr.  Kornegay.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  want  to  thank  you  and  the  other 
members  of  the  committee  for  allowing  me  the  opportunity  to  appear 
here  today. 

I  know  that  this  committee  has  many  bills  to  consider  and  many 
witnesses  to  hear,  so  I  will  not  indulge  myself  too  long  on  your  time 
and  your  patience. 

However,  I  cannot  overemphasize  the  importance  of  the  subject 
matter  before  you  and  in  this  connection  urge  your  usual  very  careful 
consideration  of  my  bill,  H.R.  13275,  and  all  other  similar  proposals 
designed  to  permanently  establish  special  milk  programs  for  children. 

The  Honorable  Dan  K.  Moore,  Governor  of  my  home  State  of 
North  Carolina  has  said:  "Nourishment  of  the  body  is  an  absolute 
prerequisite  to  nourishment  of  the  mind,  and  you  cannot  teach  a 
hungry  child.”  This,  Mr.  Chairman  is  a  fact,  a  reality.  This  is  the 
foundation  for  the  various  special  milk  bills  which  rest — temporarily, 
\  I  hope — with  this  committee. 

H.R.  13275  would,  briefly,  allow  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to 
encourage  the  consumption  of  fluid  milk  by  children  in  nonprofit 
schools,  nursery  schools,  childcare  centers,  settlement  houses,  summer 
comps  and  other  nonprofit  institutions  which  care  for  and  train 
children. 

The  cost — $105  million  in  1967  and  up  to  $120  million  after  1969 — is 
minimal,  compared  with  many  appropriations  passed  by  this  Congress. 
While  we  are  spending  billions  of  dollars  in  establishing  and  maintain¬ 
ing  aid  programs  throughout  the  far  reaches  of  the  world,  certainly  we 
can  afford  to  spend  $120  million  here  at  home  to  improve  the  nutri¬ 
tional  status  of  our  school-age  children. 
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While  my  bill  is  national  in  scope  in  its  application,  I  will  speak  more 
of  its  effect  in  the  State  of  North  Carolina  for  I  am  more  familiar  with 
past  practices  and  future  potential  there. 

The  administration  would  redirect  efforts  in  the  special  milk 
program,  by  providing  Federal  assistance  only  to  those  schools  which 
are  participating  in  the  special  assistance  school  lunch  program  and 
would  reduce  the  school  milk  budget  by  80  percent,  from  $103  million 
to  $21  million. 

In  North  Carolina,  this  would  deprive  the  children  in  2,000  of  our 
2,300  schools  of  an  extra  half  pint  of  milk,  so  vitally  needed  at  the 
reduced  cost  of  3  to  4  cents  per  half  pint.  With  an  average  price  paid 
the  distributor  per  half  pint  of  7  cents,  this  would  mean — under  the 
administration’s  proposal — that  schools  would  have  to  sell  milk  for 
8  to  10  cents  per  half  pint  and  exclude  those  children  participating  in 
the  special  milk  program  who  need  it  most. 

Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  this  committee,  we  should  not  and 
cannot  save  money  by  starving  hungry  children.  Education  is  not 
an  expense,  it  is  an  investment  in  the  future  of  our  country. 

Certainly,  the  wealthiest  Nation  on  the  face  of  the  earth  can  afford 
to  spend  this  comparably  paltry  sum  in  an  effort  to  provide  proper 
nourishment  for  all  our  children.  I  heartily  concur  in  any  effort  to 
give  greater  attention  to  the  needy  child  who  is  unable  to  secure 
milk  and  food.  But,  it  is  fallacious  to  claim  that  only  the  impover¬ 
ished  child  should  share  at  the  benevolent  breast  of  his  mother  country. 
I  say  to  you  that  to  give  a  child  in  one  row  a  glass  of  milk  and  say  to 
him  that  I  give  this  to  you  because  you  are  poor  and  to  give  a  glass 
of  milk  to  the  child  sitting  next  to  him  in  the  next  row  and  say  to  him 
that  you  must  pay  for  this  milk  stigmatizes  both.  Immediately,  the 
Federal  Government  puts  a  barrier  between  these  two  children  and 
divides  the  haves  and  the  have-nots  in  an  elementary  classroom. 

I  personally  would  not  like  to  identify  any  child  as  poor  or  an  orphan 
of  the  poverty  war  in  order  to  qualify  him  as  eligible  to  receive  a  glass 
of  needed  milk  and  I  don’t  think  any  of  you  on  this  committee  would 
either.  1  urge  favorable  action  on  this  bill. 

I,  again,  thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  present  this  statement. 

Mr.  Poage.  Thank  you  Mr.  Kornegay.  Now  we  will  hear  Mr. 
Patrick  B.  Healy. 

STATEMENT  OF  PATRICK  B.  HEALY,  ASSISTANT  SECRETARY, 
NATIONAL  MILK  PRODUCERS  ASSOCIATION 

Mr.  Healy.  Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  Committee,  my 
name  is  Patrick  B.  Healy.  I  am  the  Assistant  Secretary  of  the 
National  Milk  Producers  Association,  with  offices  at  30  F  Street 
NW.,  in  Washington,  D.C. 

With  your  permission  I  would  like  to  file  my  statement  and  make 
a  few  brief  comments  on  some  of  the  more  pertinent  points  which 
are  raised  in  it. 

Mr.  Poage.  Without  objection  that  may  be  done. 

(Mr.  Healy’s  statement  follows:) 
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Statement  of  Patrick  B.  Healy,  Assistant  Secretary,  National  Milk 

Producers  Federation 

Mr.  Chairman,  members  of  the  Committee,  I  am  Patrick  B.  Healy,  assistant 
secretary  of  the  National  Milk  Producers  Federation,  with  offices  at  30  F  Street 
N.W.,  Washington,  D.C.. 

The  Federation  represents  cooperatives  whose  membership  is  made  up  of  dairy 
farmers  over  the  Nation.  The  Federation,  therefore,  speaks  for  milk  producers. 

We  appreciate  this  opportunity  to  express  the  views  of  the  nation's  dairy  farmers 
with  reference  to  II. R.  13550  (Mr.  Cooley),  H.R.  12805  (Mr.  Stalbaum),  II. R 
12907  (Mr.  Quie),  H.R.  12984  (Mr.  Olson),  H.R.  13143  (Mr.  Dole),  H.R.  13204 
(Mr.  Harvey  of  Indiana),  H.R.  13234  (Mr.  Resnick),  II.R.  13668  (Mr.  Bandstra), 
which  are  identical  to  over  60  bills  before  the  Congress,  all  of  which  are  under 
consideration  by  this  Committee  and  with  reference  to  H.R.  13361. 

H. R.  13361,  a  bill  to  establish  a  cooperative  federal  and  state  child  nutrition 
program,  provides  for  the  following: 

I.  A  national  school  lunch  and  child  nutrition  program  quite  similar  to  the 
program  now  administered  under  the  National  School  Lunch  Act. 

2.  A  special  milk  program  which,  while  it  is  patterned  after  the  current  Special 
Milk  Program  for  Children,  makes  several  significant  changes. 

3.  A  pilot  program  for  school  breakfasts. 

i  4.  A  special  food  service  program  for  children  from  areas  in  which  poor  eco¬ 
nomic  conditions  exist. 

5.  A  non-food  assistance  program  under  which  grants-in-aid  can  be  made  to 
schools  to  provide  for  the  serving  of  food. 

The  National  Milk  Producers  Federation  has  great  concern  for  the  poverty 
stricken  people  in  the  United  States  and  it,  without  reservation,  will  support 
sound  and  effective  measures  which  will  provide  needed  assistance  for  this  group 
of  our  people.  In  this  regard  it  may  be  that  the  judgment  of  this  Committee 
will  result  in  provisions  for  exploration  of  pilot  feeding  programs  in  destitute 
areas  and  provisions  for  grants  in  aid  which  will  allow  schools  located  in  eco¬ 
nomically  depressed  areas  to  take  advantage  of  the  School  Lunch  Program  and 
the  Special  Milk  Program  for  Children  as  they  are  now  operated  without  impair¬ 
ing  funds  appropriated  for  the  purchase  of  food  under  either  of  these  programs. 

We,  therefore,  have  no  objection  to  Titles  3,  4,  and  5  of  H.R.  13361.  We  feel, 
however,  that  if  there  is  sufficient  need  for  programs  of  this  type,  then  they 
should  be  considered  separately  and  judged  on  their  merits  alone.  We  do  not 
believe  that  two  programs  which  have  been  operated  so  successfully  over  so  long 
a  period  of  time  as  the  School  Lunch  Program  and  the  Special  Milk  Program  for 
Children  should  be  joined  with  programs  aimed  to  assist  the  poverty  stricken 
elements  of  our  society. 

We  see  no  need  for  the  Congress  to  consider  re-writing  the  National  School 
Lunch  Act,  as  is  contemplated  in  Title  1  of  H.R.  13361,  nor  do  we  see  any  improve¬ 
ment  in  the  Special  Milk  Program  for  Children  as  it  is  presented  in  Title  2  of 
H.R.  13361.  It  is,  therefore,  our  recommendation  that  Titles  1  and  2  be  stricken 
from  the  bill  and  that  the  Committee  consider  Titles  3,  4,  and  5  on  their  merits  as 
)  aids  to  children  of  destitute  families  or  children  who  live  in  poverty  stricken  areas 
of  this  country. 

H.R.  13550  (Mr.  Cooley),  H.R.  12805  (Mr.  Stalbaum),  H.R.  12907  (Mr.  Quie), 
H.R.  12984  (Mr.  Olson),  H.R.  13143  (Mr.  Dole),  H.R.  13204  (Mr.  Harvey  of 
Indiana),  H.R.  13234  (Mr.  Resnick),  H.R.  13668  (Mr.  Bandstra),  and  some  60 
similar  bills  are  currently  before  this  Committee.  These  bills  make  permanent 
the  Special  Milk  Program  for  Children  as  it  is  now  operated,  provide  authorization 
for  funding  the  program  with  sufficient  money  to  allow  for  a  steady  reasonable 
growth,  and  give  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  broader  authorization  in  the  re¬ 
allocation  of  funds.  The  National  Milk  Producers  Federation  fully  supports 
these  bills  because  the  objectives  of  the  Special  Milk  Program,  as  set  forth  by 
Congress,  now  are  being  realized.  The  stated  purpose  was  to  encourage  children 
in  schools  and  other  nonprofit  institutions  to  consume  more  milk  to  improve  their 
diets,  as  well  as  helping  dairy  farmers  by  providing  a  market  for  fluid  milk. 

Continuation  of  the  program  also  means  that  the  acquisition  of  dairy  products 
by  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  is  directly  decreased,  so  that  the  costs 
for  purchasing  and  storing  dairy  products  under  the  price  support  program  are 
reduced. 

This  program  has  expanded  each  year  since  1954  when  the  first  school  in  the 
Nation  to  come  under  the  program — a  school  in  Lodi,  Wisconsin — served  milk  to 
its  530  pupils.  Since  that  time,  the  number  of  schools  and  child-care  centers 
participating  has  grown  rapidly.  In  1955,  the  program  reimbursed  41,094 
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institutions  for  449.8  million  half-pints  of  milk.  Participation  increased  to 
92,005  outlets  in  1965  and  the  use  of  nearly  3  billion  half -pints  of  milk. 

Certainly  the  program  growth  is  evidence  of  overall  public  acceptance.  It  will 
continue  to  grow  if  the  Congress  will  provide  the  needed  funds  and  make  the 
program  permanent. 

When  a  program  works  as  well  as  this,  it  should  be  continued.  We  do  not  need 
a  new  program.  Years  of  successful  operation  have  already  proven  the  worth 
of  this  one. 

Over  the  years  the  Special  Milk  Program  for  Children  has  grown  at  the  rate  of 
approximately  5  percent  per  year.  This  is  due  to  increased  school  enrollment 
and  added  participation.  If  the  present  growth  rate  continues,  more  funds  will 
be  required  each  year.  These  bills  provide  authorization  to  meet  such  future 
needs. 

Sufficient  funds  are  not  available  under  the  present  program  to  reimburse  the 
schools  now  taking  part.  The  rate  of  payment  to  schools  was  cut  to  95  percent 
in  1965,  and  was  cut  again  to  90  percent  in  February  of  this  year  as  a  result  of  the 
impounding  by  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  of  $3  million  which  Congress  had  appro¬ 
priated.  These  cuts  have  resulted  in  either  a  higher  cost  of  milk  to  children,  or 
to  fewer  children  drinking  milk,  or  both.  The  health  and  welfare  of  the  children 
taking  part  in  the  program  are  too  important  to  be  sacrificed. 

By  making  this  law  permanent  as  provided  in  these  bills,  schools  can  plan  their- 
programs  for  this  year  and  for  succeeding  years.  Now  is  the  time  to  make  this! 
program  permanent,  as  this  modest  investment  in  the  health  of  our  children' 
should  not  be  provided  by  a  temporary  program  nor  should  it  be  limited  for  lack 
of  funds. 

While  this  program  is  primarily  a  nutritional  program,  it  also  has  helped  raise 
the  income  of  the  dairy  farmer  by  encouraging  the  consumption  of  fluid  milk, 
thereby  bringing  about  a  balance  between  supply  and  demand.  The  income  of 
dairy  farmers  is  too  low,  and  as  a  result  many  are  selling  their  herds  and  diverting 
their  farm  resources  to  other  alternatives,  or  taking  jobs  in  industry. 

By  improving  the  market  for  milk  through  enactment  of  these  bills,  we  are 
making  an  investment  in  a  strong  dairy  industry,  which  will  be  needed  if  this 
country  is  to  supply  the  increasing  needs  of  the  American  consumer  in  coming 
years. 

During  fiscal  1965,  children  drank  nearly  3  billion  half-pints  of  milk  under  the 
program.  This  amounts  to  1.6  billion  pounds  of  milk,  about  3  percent  of  the  total 
nonfarm  consumption  in  this  country.  This  milk  represents  the  balancing  factor 
which  provided  for  badly  needed  increased  farm  income.  It  would  be  necessary 
for  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  to  purchase  this  milk  in  the  form  of 
manufactured  dairy  products,  if  the  program  were  impaired,  with  the  government 
paying  for  the  dairy  products,  as  well  as  the  storage  bill.  Surely,  the  Children’s 
Special  Milk  Act  provides  a  wiser  course  to  follow. 

Another  important  provision  of  these  bills  is  that  they  authorize  the  Secretary 
of  Agriculture  to  re-allocate  funds  when  it  appears  that  a  participating  state 
would  not  be  able  to  fully  use  the  funds  allocated  to  it,  thereby  providing  for 
maximum  utilization  of  available  funds  and  encouraging  optimum  participation^ 
by  children.  €  1 

Because  of  this  program,  many  children  of  destitute  families  receive  milk  thevT 
otherwise  coiild  not  afford.  More  will  benefit  in  the  future  if  this  bill  is  passed. 
Prices  for  dairy  products  will  be  stabilized  because  of  a  continued  market  for  the 
milk  used  by  the  children.  The  farmer,  who  has  been  forced  to  accept  low  prices 
in  the  past,  will  be  assured  of  this  market  for  fluid  milk. 

To  continue  this  program,  which  already  has  received  such  wide  acceptance, 
and  to  provide  for  adequate  financing,  we  support  these  bills.  In  authorizing 
the  funds  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1967,  and  thereafter,  these  bills  will 
insure  that  all  nonprofit  schools  and  nonprofit  nursery  schools,  child-care  centers, 
settlement  houses,  summer  camps,  and  similar  nonprofit  institutions  devoted  to 
the  care  and  training  of  children  can  continue  to  provide  for  them  the  nutritional 
benefits  available  under  the  program. 

The  National  Milk  Producers  Federation  sincerely  appreciates  the  interest  of 
this  Committee  in  this  further  study  of  the  Special  Milk  Program  for  Children, 
and  it  appreciates  the  efforts  of  this  Committee  which  are  evidenced  by  this  study 
to  provide  the  best  possible  legislative  authority  for  this  program.  It  is  our  judg¬ 
ment,  however,  that  the  program  can  best  be  administered  and  provide  the  most 
good  for  the  greatest  number  of  children  if  it  remains  separate  from  the  National 
School  Lunch  Act  and  separate  from  measures  designed  to  aid  the  destitute. 
We,  therefore,  continue  in  support  of  the  legislation  now  pending  before  this 
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Committee  which  would  provide  continuing  authority  for  the  Special  Milk  Pro¬ 
gram  for  Children  as  a  separate  program  under  separate  Congressional  authority 
and  funded  separately. 

In  essence,  what  we  are  recommending  is  a  continuation  of  a  program  which  has 
enjoyed  tremendous  success  as  it  is  now  instituted.  We,  of  course,  believe  that 
there  must  be  a  continuing  increase  in  authority  for  funds  sufficient  to  meet  the 
growing  demands,  such  as  is  provided  for  in  Miese  bills. 

May  we  again  express  our  appreciation  to  this  Committee  for  its  concern  over 
these  programs  which  provide  so  vital  a  part  in  the  development  of  a  national 
sound  nutrition  program  for  children. 

Mr.  Healy.  Tlie  National  Milk  Producers  Federation  is  a  na¬ 
tional  farm  commodity  organization  made  up  of  dairy  farmer  co¬ 
operatives  doing  business  in  every  State  in  the  Union.  We  appre¬ 
ciate  this  opportunity  to  express  the  views  of  the  Nation’s  dairy 
farmers  on  some  60  bills,  8  of  which  were  introduced  by  members 
of  this  committee,  which  are  designed  to  make  the  special  milk  pro¬ 
gram  for  children  a  permanent  program. 

We  also  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  express  our  views  on  H.R. 
)  13361,  the  child  nutrition  program,  and  I  would  like  to  address 
myself  to  that  bill  first.  H.R.  13361  provides  five  things: 

First,  a  rewrite  of  the  national  school  lunch  program,  which  is 
quite  similar  to  the  one  now  administered  under  the  School  Lunch 
Act. 

Second,  a  special  milk  program  which,  while  it  is  patterned  after 
the  current  program,  makes  several  significant  changes. 

Third,  a  pilot  program  for  school  breakfast. 

Fourth,  a  special  food  service  program  for  children  in  areas  in 
which  poor  economic  conditions  exist. 

Five,  some  nonfood  assistance  under  which  grants  in  aid  can  be 
made  to  schools. 

The  National  Milk  Producers  Federation  has  great  concern  for  the 
poverty-stricken  people  of  this  country  and  we  will  support  sound  and 
effective  measures  to  provide  assistance  to  this  group  of  people  within 
our  population.  We  therefore  have  no  objection  to  titles  III,  IV 
and  V  of  H.R.  13361.  However,  we  do  feel  that  if  a  real  need  exists 
for  the  types  of  programs  outlined  in  these  last  three  titles  of  the  bill, 
then  they  shoxdd  be  judged  separately  on  their  own  merits.  We  see 
no  need  to  rewrite  the  National  School  Lunch  Act  as  is  contemplated 
)  in  title  I  of  the  bill,  nor  do  we  see  any  improvement  in  the  special 
milk  program  as  it  is  presented  in  title  II.  Instead  we  feel  that  title 
II  contains  many  provisions  which  would  seriously  impair  the  special 
milk  program. 

We  were  happy  to  hear  Secretary  Freeman  say  yesterday: 

If  the  Committee  would  prefer  to  substitute  for  Title  II  language  that  of  existing 
authority  under  which  the  Special  Milk  Program  is  administered,  we  have  no 
objection. 

It  of  course  would  be  necessary  to  provide  continuing  authorization 
for  the  special  milk  program  because  the  authority  runs  out  in  June 
of  next  year.  Such  authority  is  contained  in  these  60  bills  which  are 
currently  pending  before  your  committee.  These  bills  make  the 
special  milk  program  permanent.  They  provide  authority  for  appro¬ 
priations  in  the  amount  of  $110  million  for  the  fiscal  year  endingl967, 
$115  million  for  1968,  and  not  less  than  $120  million  for  1969  and 
thereafter. 
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The  bills  also  provide  authority  for  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to 
reallocate  funds  when  he  finds  that  they  can  be  used  better  in  other 
States. 

It  is  indeed  a  pleasure  to  come  before  the  Congress  to  plead  a  case 
for  a  program  which  has  been  so  eminently  successful.  In  1955,  under 
the  special  milk  program,  milk  was  served  in  about  41,000  institutions, 
and  there  were  about  450  million  half  pints  of  milk  served. 

In  1965,  10  years  later,  92,000  institutions  had  adopted  the  program, 
and  over  3  billion  half  pints  of  milk  were  served  under  it. 

This  represents  a  growth  rate  of  about  5  percent  per  year,  and  such 
a  growth  rate  is  evidence  of  complete  acceptance  by  all  concerned  of 
this  program.  It  is  evidence  of  acceptance  by  the  Congress  which  has 
continued  to  provide  funds  for  it;  by  the  administration  which  has 
continued  to  adminster  it  in  the  best  possible  way;  the  schools  have 
accepted  it;  the  general  public  has  accepted  it,  as  have  the  people  who 
supply  the  program. 

Therefore,  without  qualification  we  in  the  National  Milk  Producers 
Federation  support  these  some  60  bills  which  would  provide  continu¬ 
ing  authority  for  the  special  milk  program  for  children  as  a  sound 
program,  one  under  separate  congressional  authorization  and  one 
funded  separately. 

What  we  are  saying,  is  that  we  have  two  fine  programs  working  in 
the  Nation’s  schools — the  School  Lunch  Act  and  the  school  milk 
program.  These  should  continue  as  separate  programs  so  they  can 
enjoy  the  acceptance  which  they  have  enjoyed  heretofore,  and  there¬ 
fore  no  action  need  be  taken  on  the  School  Lunch  Act.  Action  is 
needed  on  the  special  milk  program  and  it  should  be  taken  on  the  bills 
which  continue  it  as  a  separate  program  so  it  can  be  operated  where 
we  can  watch  it  and  where  you  can  watch  it  and  we  can  continue  to 
see  that  it  is  operated  in  such  a  way  as  was  intended. 

Third,  if  there  is  a  need  for  special  assistance  programs  for  destitute 
children  or  children  who  live  in  areas  in  which  poor  economic  condi¬ 
tions  exist  we,  of  course,  support  that.  However,  let  us  not  ruin 
or  impair  two  fine  programs  merely  to  gain  consideration  for  programs 
which  may  be  needed. 

That  concludes  what  I  have  to  say. 

Mr.  Poage.  Thank  you  very  much,  Air.  Healy. 

Questions? 

Mr.  O’Neal.  Do  I  detect  from  what  you  have  said,  perhaps  be¬ 
tween  the  lines,  that  you  like  the  Ellender  amendment  better  than 
you  do  the  House  bill? 

Mr.  Healy.  Somewhat.  But,  Air.  O’Neal,  I  testified  in  the  Senate 
on  Tuesday,  somewhat  as  I  am  testifying  here. 

In  this  H.R.  13361  I  think  we  have  a  complete  statement  of  what 
the  administration  would  like  to  do  with  these  two  programs.  We 
would  not  like  to  put  them  together  because  as  soon  as  you  get  them 
together  you  get  a  big  fund  of  money — - — 

Air.  O’Neal.  The  Ellender  amendment  would  separate  them,  would 
it  not? 

Air.  Healy.  No,  sir,  it  puts  the  school  milk  program  in  the  School 
Lunch  Act.  Also  section  IS  of  this  S.  3467,  which  is  the  Ellender 
bill,  section  18  of  that  bill  writes  the  Economic  Opportunity  Act  into 
the  school  milk  program,  which  we  object  to  very  much. 
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Mr.  O’Neal.  I  didn’t  realize  that  and  I  am  glad  you  pointed  that 
out. 

Mr.  Healy.  In  tnis  bill,  for  instance,  here  is  one  of  the  prime  things 
we  would  object  to,  page  13 — - — 

Mr.  O’Neal.  What  are  you  reading  from? 

Mr.  Healy.  H.R.  1336 i ,  page  13.  Section  203  sets  up  priorities 
under  which  funds  under  the  special  milk  program  can  be  disbursed, 
you  see. 

It  says: 

First  funds  must  be  made  available  to  schools  without  a  food  service;  second, 
they  must  be  made  available  for  needy  children  in  schools  with  a  food  service; 
third,  if  available  funds  permit  to  schools  and  non-profit  institutions  for  all 
children. 

Such  things  woidd  completely  impair  this  program  and  it  has  been 
so  good  and  has  done  so  much  not  only  for  the  nutrition  of  school- 
children  but  it  is  a  very  real  part-  of  the  dairy  price-support  program 
and  one  upon  which  the  dairy  fanners  of  this  country  depend  to  a 
very  great  extent.  I  think  it  would  be  disastrous  to  the  program  to 
mix  it  in  and  put  limits  and  priorities  on  it. 

Mr.  O’Neal.  Could  bring  about  trouble? 

Mr.  Healy.  Very,  very  much  trouble;  yes,  sir. 

Mr.  O’Neal.  That,  is  all. 

Mr.  Poage.  Thank  you,  Mr.  O’Neal. 

If  there  are  no  further  questions  we  are  very  much  obliged  to 
you,  Mr.  Healy,  and  we  appreciate  your  statement. 

Air.  Healy.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Poage.  Mr.  Stratton  has  come  in.  We  will  be  glad  to  hear 
from  you  now,  Mr.  Stratton. 

STATEMENT  OF  HON.  SAMUEL  S.  STRATTON,  A  REPRESENTATIVE 
IN  CONGRESS  FROM  THE  STATE  OF  NEW  YORK 

Mr.  Stratton.  Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Chairman. 

I  have  a  brief  prepared  statement  but  I  think  in  the  interest  of  time 
perhaps  I  can  just  summarize  my  sentiments.  I  have  introduced 
H.R.  13439  which  is  legislation  similar  to  that  introduced  by  a  number 
of  other  Members  of  Congress  entitled  “The  Children’s  Special  Milk 
Act  of  1966”  and  my  sentiments  echo  those  of  the  previous  witness  and 
I  believe  several  of  the  other  witnesses  who  have  testified;  namely, 
that  I  feel  strongly  as  a  representative  of  a  major  dairy  constituency 
that  we  ought  not  to  change  the  special  milk  program  for  children  to 
one  that  would  be  directed  specifically  toward  needy  children,  but 
rather  should  continue  it  in  the  present  fashion.  That  basically  is 
what  this  legislation  is  designed  to  do  and,  in  effect,  it  would  prevent 
any  future  attempt  to  alter  this  purpose  by  adjustments  in  the  budget 
request. 

Of  course,  this  year,  as  we  all  know,  the  action  of  the  Congress  has 
continued  the  special  milk  program,  in  spite  of  the  President’s  recom¬ 
mendations  to  the  contrary.  But  it  was  my  feeling,  and  I  am  sure 
other  Members  felt  the  same  way,  that  perhaps  we  ought  to  nail 
down  our  intention  along  this  line  somewhat  more  firmly  in  legislation 
rather  than  let  the  program  be  subject  to  budget  recommendations 
on  a  year-to-year  basis. 
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I  have  not  had  a  chance  to  study  in  detail  the  chairman’s  legisla¬ 
tion,  the  Child  Nutrition  Act  of  1966,  H.R.  13361,  but  my  general 
impression  after  a  rather  hasty  review  of  it,  is  that  it  does  tend  to 
alter  the  emphasis  of  the  programs  that  we  have  had  in  the  past, 
particularly  the  milk  program,  from  one  of  providing  milk  to  all  chil¬ 
dren  regardless  of  economic  status,  to  one  that  is  basically  a  welfare 
or  an  economic  opportunity  program.  1  think  that  change  would  be 
a  mistake.  I  think  in  practice  the  idea  of  lining  children  up  in  the 
school  restaurant  so  that  those  who  are  in  one  economic  category 
would  go  through  one  milk  line  and  those  in  another  economic  cate¬ 
gory  would  go  through  another  milk  line  would  be  most  improper  and 
indefensible. 

We  who  have  had  an  opportunity  to  learn  something  about  the 
dairy  industry  realize  that  milk  is  certainly  the  basic  and  most  nourish¬ 
ing  food.  Children  should  have  plenty  of  it  regardless  of  their  eco¬ 
nomic  status.  The  school  milk  program  has  been  one  of  the  best  de¬ 
vices  that  we  have  had  in  the  past,  not  only  for  helping  those  young¬ 
sters  that  may  not  get  adequate  nourishment  at  home  because  of  lack 
of  economic  resources,  but  also  for  encouraging  other  youngsters  who 
might  otherwise  spend  their  money  on  less  nourishing  types  of  bever¬ 
ages  to  drink  the  milk  that  they  do  need. 

I  think  it  is  also  perfectly  clear  that  this  special  milk  program 
has  not  been  without  its  help  to  the  dairy  farmers  as  well.  Our 
dairy  farmers,  at  least  until  recent  months,  have  had  great  difficulty 
in  trying  to  deal  with  a  problem  of  surplus  milk.  We  have  seen  the 
struggle  they  have  made  to  obtain  additional  markets  for  their  product. 
Well,  over  the  years  the  school  milk  program  has  been  a  pretty  reli¬ 
able  market.  To  make  any  drastic  cut  in  that  program  now  would 
not  only  hurt  the  schoolchildren  of  the  Nation  but  it  would  also 
hurt  the  dairy  farmers  as  well. 

For  that  reason,  too,  I  oppose  the  suggestion  that  we  ought  to 
reduce  our  special  milk  program  to  one  limited  only  to  needy  children. 
Instead  I  believe  we  should  continue  it  on  a  permanent  basis.  That 
is  what  my  legislation  would  do. 

Mr.  Poage.  Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Stratton. 

Questions? 

If  not  we  are  very  much  obliged  to  you  and  delighted  to  have  you 
before  our  committee,  Mr.  Stratton. 

Mr.  Stratton.  Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Chairman. 

I  would  like  to  file  my  prepared  statement  for  the  record. 

Mr.  Poage.  Without  objection,  that  will  be  done. 

«  (The  statement  follows:) 

Statement  of  Hon.  Samuel  S.  Stbatton,  a  Representative  in  Congress 
From  the  State  of  New  York 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  glad  to  have  the  opportunity  to  testify  today 
on  behalf  of  my  bill,  H.  R.  13439,  that  would  provide  for  a  permanent  and  expanded 
school  milk  program.  I  would  also  like  to  comment  generally  on  the  proposals 
to  use  our  agricultural  commodities  to  assure  better  nutrition  for  all  our  children. 

As  representative  of  one  of  the  largest  dairy  districts  in  the  nation,  my  interest 
in  the  school  milk  program  is  twofold.  First,  I  believe  these  programs  have  done 
a  great  deal  toward  improving  the  health  of  our  children  and  created  a  far  better 
educational  atmosphere  in  our  schools.  Secondly,  by  increasing  the  use  of  dairy 
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products  this  program  assists  our  nation’s  dairy  farmers  whose  income  presently 
suffer  from  a  combination  of  over  production  and  rising  costs. 

The  present  school  milk  and  school  lunch  programs  have  been  perhaps  the  most 
successful  economic  opportunity  programs  Congress  ever  established.  I  believe 
one  of  the  reasons  for  their  success  is  due  to  the  fact  that  they  were  not  conceived 
as  welfare  programs  or  child  subsidy  programs.  Rather  this  national  asset  was 
used  to  assure  all  our  children  with  fresh  milk  and  a  good  lunch.  This  was  done 
in  a  way  that  did  not  single  out  disadvantaged  children  from  their  more  fortunate 
contemporaries.  Every  school  child  was  provided  more  nutritious  diets. 

I  strongly  favor  making  this  program  permanent  and  expanding  its  scope.  We 
recently  passed  the  Food  for  Freedom  Act.  I  am  sure  that  expanding  a  domestic 
program  along  similar  lines  would  also  be  well  received. 

We  have  seen  already  how  successful  these  programs  have  been.  With  low 
administrative  costs  over  5,000  schools  in  my  home  state  of  New  York  have 
participated  in  this  program  and  over  one  and  one  half  million  children  in  New 
York  State  have  been  assured  fresh  milk. 

These  programs  should  be  continued  and  expanded,  but  they  should  not  be  put 
on  a  welfare  basis.  I  think  it  would  be  a  drastic  mistake  to  say  that  free  milk 
or  low  cost  lunches  would  only  be  given  to  children  with  family  incomes  below  a 
certain  level.  I  am  sure  that  very  few  people  would  be  worried  if  children  from 
more  fortunate  economic  circumstances  also  shared  in  a  program  of  child  nutrition. 

)  I  firmly  believe,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  in  the  long  run  the  answer  to  poverty  is 
education,  not  welfare.  I  also  believe  that  if  we  introduce  a  welfare  program  into 
the  daily  activities  of  our  schools  that  we  will  make  the  job  of  giving  all  our 
children  an  equal  opportunity  more  difficult.  The  school  should  not  be  forced  to 
dole  out  welfare.  Instead  they  should  be  a  place  where  each  child  is  received  on  an 
equal  footing.  Stamp  plans  or  bread  lines  have  no  place  in  our  schools.  If  the 
program  required  this  it  would  bring  into  the  schools  the  stigmas  of  inequality 
that  continue  to  plague  our  society. 

I  would  also  like  to  comment  on  the  importance  of  this  program  to  the  American 
farmer.  I  am  sure  that  many  of  my  colleagues  have  been  disturbed  as  I  have  been 
by  assertions  in  recent  weeks  that  somehow  the  farmer  has  been  responsible  for 
inflation.  The  truth  is  that  the  farmer  has  instead  of  becoming  richer  has  become 
poorer.  Maybe  the  price  on  the  grocery  shelf  is  higher,  but  the  income  the 
farmer  has  left  after  paying  the  increased  costs  of  production  out  of  the  return  he 
actually  gets  has  been  seriously  squeezed. 

No  sector  of  the  American  economy  is  more  clearly  preeminent  in  the  world 
today  than  agriculture.  It  is  abundantly  clear  that  the  American  farmer  and 
the  American  farm  industry  is  the  most  productive  and  most  efficient  in  the 
world  today.  Our  nation’s  superiority  in  this  field  has  caused  many  domestic 
problems  of  surplus  commodities  and  farm  income.  The  Food  for  Freedom  and 
expanded  child  nutrition  programs  will  put  this  abundance  to  work.  Instead 
of  apologizing  for  our  success  in  the  field  of  agriculture  we  should  exploit  it.  In 
doing  so  we  will  improve  the  nutrition  of  all  our  children,  boost  the  income  of 
our  farmers,  and  improve  our  image  around  the  world. 

In  conclusion,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  strongly  urge  the  expansion  of  these  programs 
jnd  recommend  that  every  effort  be  made  to  put  them  on  a  basis  from  which  all 
children  will  benefit. 

Thank  you  again,  Mr.  Chairman,  for  the  opportunity  to  testify  and  for  the 
attention  of  the  Committee  members. 

Mr.  Poage.  I  understand  Congressman  Kastenmeier  has  asked 
that  we  insert  his  statement  in  the  record. 

Without  objection,  that  will  be  done. 

(The  following  statements  and  letter  were  also  submitted  to  the 
committee:) 

Statement  of  IIon.  Charles  E.  Bennett,  a  Representative  in  Congress 

From  the  State  of  Florida 

Mr.  Chairman,  not  all  Americans  are  fortunate  enough  to  choose  what  and 
when  they  eat,  and  many  young  people  today  lack  a  basic  nutrition  intake,  which 
hampers  their  growth  to  maturity. 

As  a  member  of  the  Armed  Services  Committee,  I  see  that  almost  one-half  of 
the  young  people  who  fail  the  pre-induction  examination  for  military  service  are 
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turned  down  because  of  physical  deficiencies.  This  is  a  great  detriment  to  our 
national  defense,  and  perhaps  through  programs  such  as  the  Child  Nutrition  Act 
this  percentage  of  physical  rejects  may  be  cut. 

I  am  sure  you  are  aware  that  my  state  of  Florida  is  the  source  of  seventy  per¬ 
cent  of  the  nation’s  citrus  products,  and  our  citrus  production  is  expected  to 
double  in  the  next  five  years.  Leaders  in  the  Florida  citrus  industry  assure  me 
that  enactment  of  the  Child  Nutrition  Act,  which  I  understand  may  specify  the 
use  of  citrus  in  the  breakfast  program,  will  not  place  a  drain  on  the  nation’s  citrus 
supply.  They  anticipate  that  greater  volume  consumption  will  bring  about  an 
eventual  price  reduction  for  the  general  consumer.  It  is  undisputed  that  very 
few,  if  any,  other  foods  hold  the  vitamin  content  of  citrus,  and  I  think  all  American 
children  should  have  the  opportunity  to  have  the  advantage  of  vitamin-filled 
citrus  products  in  their  diets. 


Statement  of  Hon.  Frank  Horton,  a  Representative  in  Congress  From 

the  State  of  New  York 

Mr.  Chairman,  it  is  a  great  privilege  for  me  to  have  the  opportunity  to  appear 
here  today  before  you  and  the  other  distinguished  members  of  your  Committee 
to  speak  in  behalf  of  my  bill,  H.R.  12804,  the  Children’s  Special  Milk  Act. 

I  shared  the  concern  of  the  Nation  when  the  Special  Milk  Program  wasu 
threatened  by  the  proposed  cut  in  the  Agriculture  appropriations  for  Fiscal^ 
Year  1967.  The  funds  for  this  Program  would  have  been  slashed  from  $103  to 
$21  million,  thus  destroying  the  program. 

I,  likewise,  shared  the  relief  and  joy  of  the  Nation  when  the  House  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives  passed  the  Agriculture  Appropriations  for  Fiscal  Year  1967  with  the 
funds  necessary  for  the  continuation  of  this  program  restored. 

Although  a  portion  of  my  purpose  in  introducing  H.R.  12804  would  be  satisfied 
by  the  enactment  of  the  Agriculture  Appropriations  bill  as  we  passed  it,  I  do  not 
feel  it  is  sufficient  to  merely  extend  the  program  for  one  more  year.  My  bill 
provides  for  the  permanent  establishment  of  the  Children’s  Special  Milk  Program. 

The  Special  Milk  Program,  which  was  originated  in  1954,  has  been  an  important 
and  effective  element  in  improving  nutrition  among  our  children.  In  Fiscal  Year 
1965  the  program  was  used  by  29,005  schools  and  child  care  institutions  where 
nearly  3  billion  half  pints  of  milk  were  consumed.  Nearly  22,000  more  schools 
and  child  care  institutions  participated  in  this  program  than  in  the  School  Lunch 
Program.  The  Special  Milk  Program  benefited  approximately  16  million  children. 

These  facts  alone  are  sufficient  to  show  the  far-reaching  importance  of  this 
program  to  the  health  of  our  children,  for  the  nutritious  benefits  of  milk  need  no 
discussion. 

The  Special  Milk  Program  has  a  further  benefit:  it  provides  a  fluid  milk  market 
for  our  dairy  farmers.  Rather  than  providing  direct  subsidy  to  the  dairy  farmers, 
this  program  stimulates  the  consumption  of  milk,  thereby  reducing  the  need  for 
Government  purchases  and  price  supports.  The  program  likewise  reduces  the 
necessity  for  subsequent  sale  of  manufactured  dairy  products  to  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation.  In  my  home  State  of  New  York,  as  elsewhere,  milk  usecU' 
for  fluid  purposes  returns  more  money  to  dairy  farmers  than  the  same  milk  iH 
manufactured  into  such  products  as  butter,  cheese,  or  non  fat  dry  milk.  The 
price  difference  in  New  York  to  the  dairy  farmers  is  approximately  $3  million  per 
hundredweight.  Consequently,  last  year  alone  the  dairy  farmers  in  New  York 
received  $4.5  million  additional  from  sales  of  milk  made  through  the  Special  Milk 
Program  for  Children.  At  the  same  time,  the  children  who  participated  in  the 
more  than  6,000  outlets  in  the  State  purchased  their  milk  at  approximately  3 
cents  per  half -pint  less  than  the  market  price. 

The  exceptionally  effective  Special  Milk  Program  is  well  established  and  has 
proved  highlv  beneficial  to  the  school  children  of  America  as  well  as  to  the  dairy 
industry.  To  reduce  or  remove  a  program  which  has  cost  so  little  when  con¬ 
sidering  the  benefits  it  has  provided  would  be,  indeed,  unfortunate.  The  contin¬ 
uing  encouragement  of  the  growth  of  this  program  is  essential  both  to  the  health 
of  our  children  and  the  welfare  of  our  dairy  industry. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  urge  your  Committee’s  favorable  consideration  of  my  pro¬ 
posal  to  make  the  Children’s  Special  Milk  Program  permanent. 
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Statement  of  Hon.  Robert  W.  Kastenmeier,  a  Representative  in  Congress 

From  the  State  of  Wisconsin 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  for  the  opportunity  to  testify  here  today  in  favor 
of  my  bill,  H.R.  13273,  the  Children’s  Special  Milk  Act. 

The  school  milk  program  is  universally  accepted  and  depended  upon  throughout 
America.  Originally  set  up  as  only  a  school  program,  this  special  milk  program 
was  later  expanded  to  include  summer  camps,  nursery  centers,  and  other  child¬ 
care  institutions.  It  is  estimated  that  upwards  of  26  million  children  in  approxi¬ 
mately  93,000  schools  throughout  our  Nation  consumed  over  3  billion  half  pints  of 
milk,  providing  them  with  necessary  and  essential  nutritional  benefits.  Although 
the  program  is  not  compulsory,  it  encourages  children  to  drink  more  milk  by 
making  it  available  at  a  price  that  most  children  can  afford  . 

Recently,  the  House  successfully  restored  the  proposed  cut  in  appropriations 
for  the  existing  school  milk  program.  This  program  is  so  much  a  part  of  school 
life  that  there  is  little  doubt  that  Congress  will  allow  any  reduction.  Congress, 
however,  can  and  should  go  one  step  further  by  giving  the  program  full  Congres¬ 
sional  endorsement  on  a  permanent  basis. 

Furthermore,  I  would  like  to  emphasize  what  I  consider  to  be  a  most  crucial 
and  far-reaching  effect  that  a  permanent  school  milk  program  will  have  on  Amer¬ 
ica’s  dairy  industry.  This  program  has  provided  the  dairy  farmer  with  a  market 
for  his  products.  Today,  however,  due  to  the  proposed  increases  in  cheese  imports 
and  only  moderate  price  support  levels,  the  dairy  farmer  is  facing  an  economic 
crisis.  This  type  of  crippling  policy  prevents  the  dairy  farmer  from  getting  a 
fair  return  for  his  efforts  and  his  investment.  The  farmer  already  in  dairying  is 
tempted  with  attractive  real  estate  prices  for  his  land,  employment  opportunities 
in  nearby  towns  and  high  meat  prices  for  his  cattle.  It  is  practically  impossible 
to  encourage  young  men  to  go  into  dairying.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  a  large  scale 
exodus  away  from  dairy  farming  is  now  in  progress.  The  decrease  in  production 
which  began  in  the  last  part  of  1965  is  still  continuing.  The  May  1966  figures 
show  Wisconsin  production  down  some  6  percent  below  that  of  1965,  Minnesota, 
a  7  percent  decrease  and  Iowa,  a  7  percent  decrease. 

We  must  stimulate  markets  for  our  dairy  products  and  the  enactment  of  a 
permanent  school  milk  program  will  not  only  provide  our  youngsters  with  nutri¬ 
ents  essential  for  good  health  but  also,  insure  a  continuing  market  for  dairy  prod¬ 
ucts  and  provide  needed  assurance  that  Congress  supports  programs  of  full  parity 
for  the  dairy  farmer. 


Statement  of  Hon.  Ancher  Nelsen,  a  Representative  in  Congress  From 

the  State  of  Minnesota 

Mr.  Chairman,  Members  of  the  Committee,  I  appreciate  this  opportunity  to 
present  a  statement  in  support  of  my  bill,  H.R.  12846,  which  provides  for  a 
permanent  special  milk  program  for  children.  My  bill  would  expand  and  per¬ 
manently  establish  the  present  Special  Milk  Program,  which  will  expire  at  the 
end  of  the  1967  fiscal  year  unless  new  authorizing  legislation  is  adopted. 

Last  year  Congress  appropriated  $103  million  for  the  school  milk  program. 
However,  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  decided  to  withhold  $3  million  of  that 
appropriation,  thus  forcing  a  cut  in  the  Federal  reimbursement  rate  in  the  face 
of  the  clear  mandate  from  Congress  to  expand  the  program.  As  we  all  know,  the 
House  voted  earlier  this  year  to  reject  the  proposed  gutting  of  the  program 
suggested  by  the  same  Bureau  of  the  Budget  and  the  Department  of  Agriculture 
by  refusing  to  go  along  with  a  cut  in  the  appropriations  from  $103  million  down 
to  $21  million. 

Mr.  Chairman,  my  bill  would  authorize  the  appropriation  of  not  less  than  $110 
for  the  school  milk  program  for  the  1967  fiscal  year;  not  less  than  $115  million 
in  fiscal  1968;  and  not  less  than  $120  million  in  each  succeeding  fiscal  year  after 
1969.  The  bill  would  not  change  the  existing  program,  but  it  would  provide  for 
adequate  funding  in  future  years  to  allow  for  expanding  school  enrollments  and 
for  increased  participation  by  schools,  nurseries,  summer  camps  and  childcare 
institutions  not  now  receiving  program  assistance. 

My  bill  would  also  extend  the  benefits  of  the  school  milk  program  to  the  Com¬ 
monwealth  of  Puerto  Rico,  the  Virgin  Islands,  Guam,  and  American  Samoa  in 
addition  to  the  fifty  States  and  the  District  of  Columbia.  I  understand  that 
there  is  some  reluctance  on  the  part  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture  to  carry 
the  school  milk  program  into  some  of  these  areas  because  of  a  shortage  of  raw 


58 


THE  CHILD  NUTRITION  ACT 


milk  locally.  I  am  sure  that  our  dairy  industry  possesses  the  knowhow  to  make 
available  to  these  milk-deficit  areas  any  number  of  forms  of  milk  which  can  be 
easily  stored  and  shipped.  The  million  of  gallons  of  milk  which  have  been  pro¬ 
vided  to  children  through  various  government  and  private  food-aid  programs  are 
mute  testimony  against  this  line  of  reasoning.  Surely  if  these  products  can  be 
made  available  to  children  in  countries  in  which  the  United  States  has  no  legal 
obligations,  they  should  be  made  available  to  children  in  our  territories. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  Special  Milk  Program  was  never  intended  as  a  relief  pro¬ 
gram  nor  was  it  designed  to  provide  nutrition  only  for  those  children  who  could 
not  acquire  these  products  for  themselves.  The  Agricultural  Act  of  1961,  which 
altered  the  financing  aspects  of  the  program,  authorized  the  appropriation  of 
“such  sums  as  may  be  necessary  to  enable  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to  encourage 
consumption  of  fluid  milk  by  children  in  the  United  States.”  As  any  nutrition 
expert  will  tell  you,  poor  children  are  by  no  means  the  only  children  who  need  to  be 
encouraged  to  improve  their  diets. 

The  Special  Milk  Program  established  in  1954  was  not  intended  as  a  temporary 
program.  Because  of  the  program,  schools  in  all  income  levels  built  expensive 
facilities  in  order  to  participate.  Any  change  now  which  would  have  the  effect 
of  making  the  program  economically  unfeasible  in  many  school  districts  because 
of  the  rising  costs  of  all  other  aspects  of  modern  education  will  pull  the  rug  out 
from  under  hard-pressed  school  boards  and  leave  the  children  high  and  dry. 
The  enactment  of  my  bill  would,  once  and  for  all,  settle  the  question  of  the  leveli 
of  appropriations  for  the  children’s  milk  program. 

While  the  primary  purpose  of  this  program  is  to  improve  the  diets  of  our 
schoolchildren  and  thus  better  enable  them  to  profit  from  their  education,  it  is 
obvious  that  any  cutback  in  the  program  would  have  serious  effects  on  our  dairy 
industry.  Last  year,  the  Special  Milk  Program  consumed  over  3  billion  half¬ 
pints  of  milk.  This  rate  of  consumption  is  important  for  an  industry  which  is 
losing  many  of  its  best  dairy  farmers  because  of  low  returns  on  their  investments. 
Low  dairy  income  has  driven  so  many  dairy  farmers  into  other  occupations  that 
milk  production  reached  a  26-year  low  last  month.  At  a  time  when  the  milk 
shortage  is  growing  steadily  worse,  it  would  be  a  very  unwise  and  short-sighted 
policy  indeed  to  slash  dairy  income  and  thus  force  more  producers  out  of  business. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  becoming  increasingly  confused  as  to  just  where  the  Ad¬ 
ministration  stands  on  the  Special  Milk  Program.  We  are  all  familiar  with  the 
efforts  this  year  to  cut  the  program  back  drastically;  efforts  which  have  not  yet 
ceased.  The  Director  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget,  Charles  L.  Schultze,  is  now 
complaining  about  the  House’s  action  to  restore  funds  for  the  program.  The 
Senate  Agriculture  Committee  is  still  being  urged  by  Administration  spokesmen 
to  cut  the  funds.  And  now  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  has  testified  before  this 
Committee  in  connection  with  the  Child  Nutrition  Act  that  while  the  milk  pro¬ 
gram  included  in  that  legislation  would  cut  the  overall  program  back,  on  the  other 
hand,  “if  the  Committee  would  prefer  to  substitute  for  the  Title  II  language  that 
of  the  existing  authority  under  which  the  Special  Milk  Program  is  administered, 
we  would  have  no  objection.” 

So  round  and  round  we  go  on  the  credibility  merry-go-round.  At  any  rate,  I 
want  to  make  my  position  on  the  Special  Milk  Program  quite  clear.  I  favor  andi 
would  urge  the  Committee  to  take  favorable  astion  to  extend  and  make  permanent' 
the  Special  Milk  Program  as  outlined  in  my  bill,  H.R.  12846,  either  as  separate 
legislation  or  as  part  of  the  Child  Nutrition  Act  if  H.R.  13361  is  reported  out  by 
the  Committee.  We  should  not  and  will  not  sacrifice  the  well-being  of  our  school- 
children  in  order  to  finance  new,  questionable  Great  Society  programs.  Positive 
action  by  Congress  is  needed  to  end  the  confusion  and  keep  the  school  milk  pro¬ 
gram  operating. 

Again  I  thank  the  Chairman  and  the  Committee  for  this  opportunity  to  ex¬ 
press  my  opinions  concerning  this  important  legislation. 


Statement  of  IIon.  William  L.  Springer,  a  Representative  in  Congress 

From  the  State  of  Illinois 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  appreciate  this  opportunity  to  testify  briefly  in  support  of 
my  bill,  H.R.  14439,  to  provide  a  permanent  special  milk  program  for  children. 
This  is  one  of  numerous  bills  before  your  committee  which  would  accomplish 
the  same  purpose:  make  permanent  the  type  of  program  we  have  had  under 
temporary  legislation  since  1954.  The  bills  differ  in  detail  but  all  would  strengthen 
a  program  that  has  been  a  major  influence  in  improving  the  health  of  our  children. 
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Unlike  the  Administration’s  proposal  my  bill  will  benefit  all  children,  not  just 
a  certain  class  of  children.  When  it  comes  to  milk  all  children  are  needy.  Al¬ 
though  the  special  milk  program  originated  during  the  Eisenhower  Administra¬ 
tion  as  a  measure  designed  to  assist  our  diary  farmers  by  promoting  increased 
consumption  of  surplus  milk,  it  proved  to  be  an  effective  means  of  achieving  higher 
standards  of  nutrition  for  America’s  schoolchildren.  Through  this  program  25 
million  children  in  93,000  schools  received  more  than  3  billion  one-half  pints  of 
milk  in  1965. 

Under  the  President’s  proposal,  only  children  in  schools  not  having  lunch 
programs,  and  only  a  certain  class  of  children  in  schools  with  lunch  programs, 
would  be  eligible  for  low-cost  milk.  I  wholeheartedly  favor  the  appropriation 
of  sufficient  money  to  assure  full  participation  of  children  from  impoverished 
families  and  schools  in  impoverished  areas  in  both  the  special  milk  and  lunch 
programs.  But  I  believe  this  financial  assistance  should  be  extended  without 
jeopardy  to  the  nutritional  requirements  of  all  our  children. 

In  any  Gallup  poll  on  the  popularity  of  federal  aid  programs  I  am  confident 
that  the  special  milk  program  would  rank  close  to  the  top  of  the  list.  It  is  a  good 
investment  in  America’s  future.  Let’s  keep  it. 


Statement  of  Hon.  WTlliam  B.  Widnall,  a  Representative  in  Congress 

From  the  State  of  New  Jersey 

Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  Committee,  I  appreciate  the  opportunity 
to  appear  before  your  Committee  today  during  your  hearings  on  H.R.  13361  and 
65  other  bills  dealing  with  extension  of  the  school  milk  program. 

This  school  milk  program  is  a  matter  of  deep  concern  to  New  Jersey  citizens, 
many  of  whom  have  supported  my  own  bill,  H.R.  13006,  to  provide  a  permanent 
school  milk  program  for  children.  They  have  strongly  opposed  the  budget  cut 
proposed  by  President  Johnson  for  the  year  1966-67  which  would  reduce  the 
appropriation  for  the  school  milk  program  from  $103  million  to  $21  million.  A 
report  by  the  New  Jersey  Agricultural  Experiment  Station  shows  that  such  a  cut 
would  force  a  reduction  of  9  million  half  pints  of  milk  in  the  school  lunch  program 
in  New  Jersey,  and  a  reduction  of  20  million  half  pints  of  milk  in  the  school  milk 
program  of  New  Jersey. 

Such  a  drastic  cut  cannot  be  justified,  at  a  time  when  many  less  important  and 
less  worthy  programs  are  being  funded  by  the  Congress  at  the  request  of  this 
Administration.  In  its  leport  on  the  Department  of  Agriculture  Bill  for  1967 
the  Appropriations  Committee,  which  restored  the  full  amount  of  the  cut,  and 
provided  the  entire  $103  million,  said  the  proposed  Budget  cut  was  one  of  the 
most  drastic  reductions  presented  to  the  Committee  in  the  1967  budget,  and  pointed 
out  that  it  would  deny  supplemental  milk  to  about  80  percent  of  the  school  children 
now  receiving  such  milk.  The  Committee’s  report  added  that  the  cut  would  place 
a  stigma  on  those  children  receiving  milk  which  could  “substantially  reduce  the 
number  of  children  who  would  participate.” 

On  May  7,  this  year,  the  New  Jersey  State  Federation  of  District  Boards  of 
Education  adopted  a  resolution  at  its  annual  delegates  meeting  which  declared 
that  “the  taking  of  food  or  milk  (nutritional  staples)  from  children  is  a  disservice 
to  the  health  and  welfare  of  youth”  and  petitioned  the  State’s  representatives  in 
Congress  to  “maintain  the  food  services  and  without  a  decrease  in  financial 
support’  ’ . 

The  New  Jersey  Youth  Division  on  March  3,  this  year,  advised  me  that  it 
was  opposed  to  the  proposed  cut  in  the  school  lunch  and  school  milk  programs 
which  could  adversely  affect  the  health  of  many  children  in  New  Jersey,  and  made 
the  following  points  in  explanation  of  its  stand: 

1.  No  school  lunch  program  or  special  milk  program  will  be  able  to  operate 
at  the  present  cost  to  students  without  either  local  or  State  subsidy. 

2.  Past  experience  and  studies  clearly  demonstrate  that  raising  the  cost  to 
students  cuts  their  participation  in  these  programs. 

3.  Many  children,  regardless  of  economic  level,  go  to  school  without  breakfast. 
The  unavailability  of  a  school  lunch  will  deprive  many  students  of  the  opportunity 
for  adequate  nutrition. 

4.  The  school  lunch  and  special  milk  programs  were  established  as  an  educa¬ 
tional  tool  for  teaching  children  good  nutrition,  and  such  education  needs  to  be 
strengthened,  not  cut  back. 
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Included  among  the  statements  of  opposition  to  the  proposed  budget  cuts  in 
the  school  lunch  and  school  milk  programs  which  I  have  received  are  letters  from — 
State  Federation  of  District  Boards  of  Education  of  New  Jersey 
State  of  New  Jersey  Youth  Division 
Washington  Township  Board  of  Education 
Ramapo  Regional  High  School  District 
Board  of  Education,  Borough  of  Ringwood,  N.J. 

Warren  County  Board  of  Agriculture 
Board  of  Education,  Mansfield  Township 
Warren  County  School  Superintendents  Association 
Stanhope  Board  of  Education 

Board  of  Education,  Township  of  Saddle  Brook,  Bergen  County 
Washington  Township  Parent-Teacher  Association 
Garden  State  Milk  Council 
Board  of  Education,  Rutherford,  N.J. 

Readington  Township  Board  of  Education 
Lebanon  Township  Board  of  Education,  Califon,  N.J. 

Board  of  Education,  Borough  of  Hopatcong 
Dairymen’s  League  Cooperative  Association 
Memorial  Junior  High  School 


Statement  of  John  C.  York,  General  Manager,  Eastern  Milk  Producers 

Cooperative  Association,  Inc. 

My  name  is  John  C.  York.  I  am  General  Manager  of  Eastern  Milk  Producers 
Cooperative  Association,  Inc.,  whose  offices  are  located  in  Syracuse,  New  York. 
The  mailing  address  is  Kinne  Road,  Syracuse,  New  York  13214. 

Eastern  Milk  Producers  Cooperative  Association,  Inc.,  has  a  membership  of 
approximately  10,000  dairy  farmers  who  are  engaged  in  the  production  of  milk 
suitable  for  fluid  consumption,  that  is,  for  sale  as  bottled  milk  or  cream.  Their 
farms  are  situated  in  the  Northeast,  and  preponderantly  in  the  States  of  New  York 
and  Pennsylvania.  That  portion  of  the  milk  which  is  destined  for  fluid  consump¬ 
tion  is  sold  in  the  New  York-New  Jersey  market  and  in  other  markets  in  the  north¬ 
east.  The  portion  which  is  not  so  disposed  of  finds  its  way  into  manufacturing 
channels. 

eastern’s  position 

Our  Association  strongly  favors  the  continuation  of  the  Special  Milk  Program 
as  it  has  operated  heretofore,  and  in  accordance  with  the  action  of  the  House  of 
Representatives  on  April  6,  1966,  whereby  it  approved  an  appropriation  of  $103 
million  for  the  Special  Milk  Program  for  fiscal  1967. 

The  budgetary  proposal  this  year  to  reduce  the  appropriation  to  $21  million 
has  engendered  turmoil  and  consternation,  as  this  Committee  is  well  aware. 
Protests  against  the  proposal  were  made  not  only  by  dairy  farmers,  but  even  more 
so  by  school  officials,  school  children  and  people  from  every  walk  of  life.  They 
were  perplexed  and  hurt  by  what  was  proposed. 

To  settle  this  matter  once  and  for  all,  we  urge  the  enactment  of  the  proposed 
“Children’s  Special  Milk  Act  of  1966”  as  set  forth  in  the  several  bills  before  this 
Committee.  The  enactment  of  the  proposed  measure  would  make  assurance 
doubly  sure  that  the  children’s  milk  program  is  a  permanent  thing,  and  that  it  is 
not  to  be  tampered  with  according  to  the  whim  of  executive  offices.  It  would 
spare  us  in  the  years  to  come  the  anguish  and  confusion  we  experienced  this  year. 
Furthermore,  it  would  provide  for  the  expansion  of  the  program  in  an  orderly 
manner  as  the  population  expands. 

There  is  also  pending  before  this  Committee  the  proposed  “Child  Nutrition 
Act  of  1966.”  We  support  the  enactment  of  this  measure.  We  suggest,  however, 
that  the  milk  program  be  provided  for  separately  through  the  enactment  of  the 
proposed  “Children’s  Special  Milk  Act  of  1966,”  rather  than  be  made  a  part  of  the 
other  measure. 

basis  of  eastern’s  position 

The  position  of  Eastern  Milk  Producers  Association  in  favor  of  a  children’s 
milk  program  is  well  known.  Most  recently  this  position  was  set  forth  in  our 
statement  published  in  the  Congressional  Record  of  June  16,  1966,  beginning  at 
page  12853. 

In  that  statement  we  showed  that,  unless  the  children’s  milk  program  is  con¬ 
tinued  as  heretofore,  the  loss  in  income  to  dairy  farmers  would  amount  to  approxi- 
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mately  $26  million  yearly.  This  is  based  on  the  fact  that  milk  not  distributed  to 
school  children  would  be  converted  to  manufactured  dairy  products.  The  return 
to  dairy  farmers  for  this  milk  would  thereby- be  reduced  by  $1.99  per  hundred¬ 
weight  of  milk. 

In  the  New  York-New  Jersey  market,  where  most  of  our  milk  is  shipped,  47.3 
percent  of  all  deliveries  by  producers  during  1965  was  used  to  make  manufactured 
dairy  products,  or  was  sold  as  non-farm-inspected  cream.  During  March  1966 
the  corresponding  figure  was  47.4  percent.  Obviously,  whatever  the  supply 
conditions  in  other  parts  of  the  country  may  be,  there  is  no  shortage  of  fluid  milk 
in  the  New  York-New  Jersey  area. 

We  are  still  struggling  with  a  surplus  problem.  Hence,  a  reduction  in  the 
volume  of  school  milk  distributed  in  our  area  would  increase  still  further  the 
proportion  of  milk  used  for  the  lower-priced  manufactured  products,  with  a 
consequent  loss  of  income  to  dairy  farmers. 

In  the  statement  published  in  the  Congressional  Record,  we  said  as  follows,  and 
I  will  quote  only  a  few  sentences: 

“Milk  producers  supplying  the  New  York  City  area  have  had  a  quarter  of  a 
century  of  experience  with  the  Federally-sponsored  children's  milk  program. 
A  program  of  this  type  was  first  introduced  in  New  York  City  in  1940  and  was 
known  as  the  “School  Milk  Program”,  and,  more  popularly,  as  the  “Penny  Milk 
Program”.  Children  in  schools  paid  one  cent  for  a  half-pint  of  milk.  The  Federal 
payment  which  made  this  possible  came  from  funds  appropriated  by  Section  32. 

“From  New  York  City  the  program  spread  to  other  sections  of  the  country, 
but  it  was  suspended  during  the  period  of  World  War  II. 

“The  Children’s  Milk  Program  now  in  operation  was  authorized  by  the  Agri¬ 
cultural  Act  of  1954.  To  distinguish  this  program  from  the  earlier  1940  program, 
the  Department  of  Agriculture  gave  it  the  name  of  ‘Special  Milk  Program’. 

“The  importance  which  the  Congress  placed  on  Federal  assistance  to  increasing 
the  consumption  of  milk  by  children  of  school  age  is  indicated  in  its  declaration  of 
policy  in  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1954.  The  Congress  stated:  ‘The  production 
and  use  of  abundant  supplies  of  high  quality  milk  and  dairy  products  are  essential 
to  the  health  and  general  welfare  of  the  Nation”. 

As  indicated  before,  we  support  the  enactment  of  the  proposed  “Child  Nutrition 
Act  of  1966.”  There  can  be  no  better  investment  than  money  spent  for  the 
improvement  of  the  nutrition  of  children.  The  enactment  of  the  “Child  Nutrition 
Act”  should  not  be  effected,  however,  at  the  expense  of  the  children’s  milk  pro¬ 
gram.  Nor  should  it  be  necessary  to  dismantle  the  milk  program  in  order  to 
initiate  some  other  nutrition  program,  any  more  than  it  is  necessary  to  tear  down 
this  beautiful  Capitol  in  order  to  extend  the  west  front. 

In  other  words,  our  position  is  that  the  25  year  old  children’s  milk  program 
should  be  continued  as  heretofore,  and  that  any  other  nutritional  programs, 
should  be  introduced  as  separate  operations.  The  basis  for  our  positioin  is  that 
the  milk  program  covers  all  children,  irrespective  of  income  status  and  should 
continue  to  do  so,  while  some  of  the  other  feeding  programs  would,  in  the  nature 
of  things,  have  to  be  limited  to  needy  children. 

CONCLUSION 

To  conclude,  I  wish  to  reiterate  that  we  favor  the  enactment  of  both  measures 
under  consideration,  and  urge  that  they  be  treated  separately. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  wish  to  thank  you  and  the  Committee  for  affording  me  the 
opportunity  to  appear  before  you. 


California  Department  of  Agriculture, 

Sacramento,  Calif.,  June  24,  1966. 

Hon.  Harold  D.  Cooley, 

Chairman,  House  Committee  on  Agriculture, 

House  Office  Building,  Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Congressman:  I  wish  to  take  this  opportunity  to  urge  the  approval  of 
H.R.  12806  and  H.R.  13888,  introduced  by  Congressmen  B.  F.  Sisk,  and  John  V. 
Tunney,  respectively,  both  from  California,  and  also  introduced  by  many  other 
Congressmen. 

This  legislation  makes  permanent  the  Special  Milk  Program  and  authorizes  the 
appropriation  of  funds  needed  to  expand  the  program  to  keep  pace  with  our 
population  growth. 
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The  accomplishments  of  the  Special  Milk  Program  in  improving  the  nutritional 
food  habits  of  our  children  are  very  great.  Milk  is  a  vital  and  necessary  element 
in  the  diet  of  children.  Many  chkdren  get  no  milk  or  very  little  milk  at  home 
and  must  look  to  the  Special  Milk  Program  to  supply  this  essential  food. 

The  Program  has  operated  successfully  in  California,  as  well  as  in  other  parts 
of  the  country  since  its  inception.  It  would  be  a  tragedy  to  fail  to  continue  or 
to  reduce  its  effectiveness. 

Also,  we  are  fully  in  accord  with  the  purposes  of  the  proposed  Child  Nutrition 
Act  of  1966,  H.  It.  13361,  which  you  have  introduced,  and  S.  3467  introduced  by 
Senator  Allen  J.  Ellender,  and  which  will  fill  a  great  need  in  improving  the  overall 
child  nutrition  program.  This  program  gives  high  priority  to  children  in  low- 
income  or  poverty  areas  not  now  being  reached  by  the  Special  Milk  or  the  present 
School  Lunch  Program.  We  believe  this  to  be  extremely  important,  but  we  urge 
that  it  not  be  done  at  the  expense  of  curbing  the  existing  Special  Milk  Program. 

Accordingly,  we  respectfully  request  that  the  Committee  on  Agriculture  approve 
H.R.  12806  and  H.R.  13888,  the  “Childrens  Special  Milk  Act’’,  and  further  request 
that  this  letter  be  made  a  part  of  the  hearing  record  on  this  important  Act. 

Sincerely, 


Chas.  Paul,  Director. 


Mr.  Poage.  Is  there  anyone  else  this  morning  who  wishes  to  be 
heard?  " 

(No  response.) 

Mr.  Poage.  I  know  of  no  other  witnesses  who  care  to  be  heard 
this  morning. 

I  am  advised  we  have  others  who  would  like  to  be  heard  at  a  future 
date. 

The  committee,  then,  will  stand  in  recess  subject  to  the  call  of 
the  chairman  of  the  committee. 

(Whereupon,  at  11:45  a.m.,  the  committee  adjourned  subject  to 
the  call  of  the  Chair.) 
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DIGEST  OF  PUBLIC  LAW  89-642 


CHILD  NUTRITION  ACT  OF  1966.  Strengthens  and  expands 
food  service  programs  for  children.  Provides  for  a 
three-year  extension  of  the  Special  Milk  Program  beyond 
fiscal  year  1967;  a  two-year  pilot  program  to  provide 
breakfast  in  school,  effective  for  fiscal  years  1967  and 
1968;  a  permanent  program  to  provide  equipment  for  food 
service  in  schools  drawing  attendance  from  children  of 
low-income  families;  authority  to  provide  funds  to  State 
educational  agencies  to  assist  them  in  the  administration 
of  the  new  authorities  and  section  11  of  the  National 
School  Lunch  Act,  as  amended;  extension  of  all  Federally 
aided  food  service  programs  for  children  to  pre-school 
children  enrolled  in  activities  administered  through  the 
school  system;  and  centralization  in  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  of  authority  for  the  conduct  and  supervision 
of  all  Federally  aided  food  service  programs  for  children 
in  school. 
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HIGHLIGHTS:  Both  Houses  received  President's  message  on  child  nutrition, ^health , 

and  education.  House  Rules  Committee  cleared  cotton  research  and  promo t ion \bill . 
Rep.  Lan/n  expressed  concern  over  alleged  increases  in  foreign  sugar  importsOv  Sen. 
Mondale/introduced  and  discussed  food  reserve  bill.  Rep.  Dole  introduced  and  dbs- 
cusse-d  bill  to  provide  permanent  special  milk  program.  Sen.  Kennedy,  Mass.,  urge^ 
us/of  fish  protein  concentrate  in  Food  for  Freedom  program. 


SENATE 


1.  CHILD  NUTRITION;  HEALTH;  EDUCATION.  Both  Houses  received  the  President's  mes¬ 
sage  on  child  nutrition,  health,  and  education  in  which  he:  Stated  he  was  sub¬ 
mitting  the  Child  Nutrition  Act  of  1966  to  redirect  our  efforts  to  provide  food 
to  those  who  need  it  most,  and  which  will:  extend  the  school  lunch  program  to 
more  needy  children  and  give  greater  flexibility  in  providing  low  cost  or  no 
cost  meals;  assist  schools  serving  low-income  districts  to  acquire  kitchen  and 
lunchroom  facilities;  provide  pilot  school  breakfast  programs  for  those  chil¬ 
dren  who  start  the  day  hungry;  direct  the  special  milk  program  to  those  schools 
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without  food  service,  to  schools  serving  children  from  low-income  families,  and 
to  needy  schoolchildren  at  whatever  school  they  attend;  start  demonstration 
summer  programs  to  provide  food  service  for  needy  children  at  child-care  cen¬ 
ters  and  playgrounds;  and  help  State  educational  agencies  strengthen  their 
staffs  to  improve  child  nutrition  programs.  Stated  he  was  requesting  $50  mil¬ 
lion  for  programs  designed  to  provide  adequate  nutrition  for  disadvantaged 
children,  which  is  in  addition  to  the  $329  million  in  cash  and  commodities  al¬ 
ready  included  in  the  budget  for  school  nutrition  programs.  Stated  he  was 
directing  this  Department,  HEW,  and  OEP  to  examine  means  by  which  the  benefits 
of  sound  nutrition  can  be  extended  to  every  child  who  needs  our  help.  Stated 
he  has  directed  HEW  to  initiate  a  special  food  service  program  at  multipurpose 
centers  for  elderly  Americans.  Stated  he  was  recommending  a  program  of  grants 
to  enable  States  and  communities  to  plan  the  better  use  of  manpower,  facilities, 
and  financial  resources  for  comprehensive  health  services.  Recommended  a  four- 
year  extension  of  the  Elementary  and  Secondary  Education  Act  with  the  earmarking 
of  additional  funds  for  children  of  migrant  workers.  Recommended  a  five-year 
extension  of  the  Library  Services  and  Construction  Act.  (H.  Doc.  395)  To  S. 
y^b(^r,^nd  Public  Welfare  -nd  -I,  Education*  xr.«l~  L{ib*=t,'.^VirMttees,  pp«l;lli5>-9, 

TAXATION.  The  Finance  Committee  voted  to  report  (but  did  not  actually  report) 

.  with  amendments  H.  R.  12752,  the  proposed  Tax  Adjustment  Act  (p.  D141) .  The 
pmmittee  was  granted  permission  until  midnight,  Mar.  3,  to  report  the  bill 
(p.\4235) . 


3.  FOREIGN  CURRENCIES.  The  Banking  and  Currency  Committee  voted  to  report  Cb'ut  did 
not  actually  report)  S.  801,  to  permit  the  use  of  reserved  foreign  currencies 
in  lieu  of  oculars  for  current  expenditures,  p.  D141 

SMALL  BUSINESS.  Ihe  Banking  and  Currency  Committee  voted  to  report  (but  did  not 
actually  report)  with  amendment  S.  2729,  to  increase  the  celling  on  the  Small 
Business  Administration?  revolving  fund.  p.  D141 

FOOD  FOR  FREEDOM.  Sen.  Kennedy,  Mass. ,  urged  that  fp^n  protein  concentrate  be 
included  among  the  commodities  to  be  purchased  by/CCC  for  use  in  the  proposed 
Food  for  Freedom  program,  pp.  h!57-9 

Sen.  McGovern  inserted  and  coira&qnded  an  editorial  supporting  the  proposed 
Food  for  Freedom  program,  p.  4157 

Cosponsors  were  added  to  an  amendmeht^by  Sen.  Bartlett  intended  to  be  pro¬ 
posed  to  S.  2933,  the  Food  for  Freedqm  bl^l,  which  would  permit  the  use  of  CCC 
funds  to  purchase  domestic  f ishery/lroducts\for  the  program,  p.  4155 

6.  SCHOOL  MILK;  SCHOOL  LUNCH.  Sen4.  Proxmire  and  N^son  inserted  items  critical  of 

budget  cuts  in  the  school  mrlk  and  school  lunch  prb^rams.  pp.  4174,  4179-80 

7.  FARM  LABOR.  Sen.  Williams,  N.  J.  ,  inserted  and  commended^an  editorial  favoring 
minimum  wages  for  f^Tm  workers,  p.  4169 

8.  TOBACCO;  INFORMATION.  Sen.  Bass  defended  the  use  of  a  motion  pbqture,  which  he 
stated  was  p^ftially  sponsored  by  this  Department,  to  promote  the\sale  of  U.S. 
tobacco  atyroad.  p.  4168 


9.  COMMITTEE  ASSIGNMENTS.  Sen.  Anderson  was  appointed  a  member  of  the  JointNtom- 
mittee  on  Reduction  of  Nonessential  Federal  Expenditures  to  fill  the  vacam 
reated  by  retirement  of  Sen.  Byrd.  p.  4226 
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ING  GOALS 


March  1,  1966. —  Referred  to  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State 
of  the  Union  and  ordered  to  be  printed 


To  the  Congress  oj  the  United  States: 

A  nation’s  greatness  is  measured  by  its  concern  for  the  health  and 
welfare  of  its  people.  Throughout  the  history  of  our  democracy, 
this  commitment  has  grown  and  deepened. 

The  education  of  our  people  is  a  national  investment.  The  health 
of  our  people  is  essential  to  the  pursuit  of  happiness. 

Today  we  can  set  ambitious  goals  for  the  future: 

Full  education  for  every  citizen  to  the  limits  of  his  capacity  to 
absorb  it; 

Good  health  for  every  citizen  to  the  limits  of  our  country’s 
capacity  to  provide  it. 

The  88th  and  89th  Congresses  have  moved  toward  these  goals. 
During  the  past  three  sessions,  Congress  has — 

enacted  20  landmark  measures  in  health  and  19  in  education; 
doubled  the  appropriations  for  health  programs  and  increased 
the  budget  for  our  Office  of  Education  more  than  fivefold. 

The  achievements  of  the  past  3  years  promise  a  dramatic  enrich¬ 
ment  of  American  life.  They  already  include  in  the  field  of  health: 

1.  The  medicare  program  which,  on  July  1,  will  make  benefits 
available  to  more  than  19  million  older  Americans. 

2.  Health  services  for  more  than  200,000  migrant  workers  in  34 
States. 
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3.  Maternal  and  infant  care  for  mothers  and  children  previously 
receiving  inadequate  services. 

4.  Expanded  services  for  crippled  children. 

5.  Thirty-two  new  clinics  for  retarded  children. 

6.  Construction  assistance  for  1,300  hospital  and  health  facilities 
to  add  more  than  56,000  new  hospital  beds. 

7.  Financial  support  for  more  than  16,000  medical  research  projects 
and  advanced  training  for  25,000  scientists. 

8.  Construction  starts  for  62  institutions  to  enroll  more  than  2,400 
additional  students  each  year  for  training  in  the  health  professions. 

Our  achievements  in  education  are  equally  impressive.  Among 
them  are: 

1.  Funds  to  improve  educational  opportunities  for  nearly  7.5 
million  underprivileged  children  in  20,000  school  districts. 

2.  Summer  Head  Start  programs  for  560,000  preschool  children  in 
13,350  community  education  projects  and  year-round  programs  for 
120,000  children. 

3.  Textbooks  and  other  learning  materials  for  more  than  40  million 
children  in  every  State. 

4.  College  work-study  programs  for  more  than  110,000  needy  college 
students. 

5.  Construction  aid  for  1,300  institutions  of  higher  learning — includ¬ 
ing  new  classrooms,  laboratories,  and  libraries. 

6.  Twelve  million  books  to  improve  public  libraries  and  training  pro¬ 
grams  for  more  than  400  librarians. 

Health 

With  these  programs  and  those  I  am  recommending  today,  we  can 
move  closer  to  attainment  of  our  goals — 

to  bring  every  child  the  care  he  needs  to  develop  his  capacity 
to  the  fullest; 

to  reduce  infant  mortality,  concentrating  particularly  on  those 
minority  groups  whose  death  rate  is  highest; 

to  eradicate  major  communicable  diseases  as  a  threat  to  life 
and  health  in  the  United  States; 

to  reduce  the  burden  of  mental  illness,  and  mental  retarda¬ 
tion;  and 

to  cut  the  toll  of  the  three  great  killers — heart  disease,  cancer, 
and  stroke. 

The  health  budget  which  I  have  proposed  for  fiscal  year  1967  is 
$4.67  billion— an  increase  of  almost  $1  billion.  In  addition  more  than 
$3  billion  in  social  security  trust  funds  will  be  spent  under  medicare 
to  assist  our  older  citizens. 

Funds  for  health  manpower,  facilities,  and  services  are  up  $707 
million.  Funds  for  environmental  activities  and  consumer  protection 
are  up  $158  million.  Funds  for  health  research  activities  are  up  $78 
million. 

To  insure  continuing  progress,  we  must — 

improve  the  administration  of  Federal  health  activities; 
develop  comprehensive  health  planning  and  services  on  the 
State  and  community  level; 

strengthen  our  system  of  health  care; 

train  needed  health  workers; 

increase  our  research  efforts;  and 

take  additional  steps  to  meet  special  health  problems. 
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I.  TO  IMPROVE  ADMINISTRATION  OF  FEDERAL  HEALTH  SERVICES 

Our  first  concern  must  be  the  efficient  and  effective  administration 
of  the  Federal  health  programs. 

Over  the  last  12  years  the  budget  of  the  Public  Health  Service  for 
research,  training,  and  services  has  grown  almost  tenfold — from  $250 
million  to  $2.4  billion.  Yet  major  elements  of  the  basic  structure  of 
the  Public  Health  Service  remain  set  by  a  law  that  is  more  than  20 
years  old. 

The  Secretary  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  and  the  Surgeon 
General  of  the  United  States  have  consulted  leading  experts — 
physicians,  administrators,  scientists,  and  public  health  specialists — 
in  a  thorough  search  for  the  best  means  to  improve  the  administration 
of  Federal  health  programs.  They  all  agree  that  the  need  to  modernize 
the  administration  of  the  Public  Health  Service  is  urgent. 

To  fulfill  that  need,  I  will  shortly  submit  to  Congress  a  proposed  reor¬ 
ganization  of  the  health  functions  of  the  Department  of  Health,  Educa¬ 
tion,  and  Welfare.  ' 

The  ultimate  success  of  Federal  health  programs  depends  on  the 
men  and  women  who  direct  them.  At  present,  the  personnel  system 
of  the  Public  Health  Service  is  inadequate  to  recruit  and  retain  the 
talent  needed  for  its  rapidly  changing  and  expanding  role. 

I  will  recommend  legislation  to  improve  the  personnel  system  of  the 
Public  Health  Sendee. 

This  legislation  will — 

promote  career  development; 
encourage  more  flexible  use  of  health  workers; 
provide  them  with  broader  opportunities;  and 
stimulate  higher  standards  of  performance. 

II.  TO  DEVELOP  COMPREHENSIVE  HEALTH  PLANNING  AND  SERVICES 
ON  THE  STATE  AND  COMMUNITY  LEVEL 

The  focus  of  our  efforts  is  the  individual  and  his  family,  living  in 
their  own  community.  To  meet  their  health  needs  requires  the  cooper¬ 
ation  of  many  agencies,  institutions,  and  experts — of  State  and  local 
government,  of  doctors,  nurses,  and  paramedical  personnel. 

These  are  the  frontline  fighters  in  our  battle  against  disease,  disa¬ 
bility,  and  death.  As  in  military  battle,  a  winning  strategy  demands 
wise  and  well  planned  use  of  manpower.  It  demands  coordinated  use 
of  all  the  resources  available. 

I  recommend  to  Congress  a  program  of  grants  to  enable  States  and 
communities  to  plan  the  better  use  of  manpower,  facilities,  and  financial 
resources  for  comprehensive  health  services. 

At  present,  the  Federal  Government  offers  the  States  formula 
grants  for  categorical  programs  dealing  with  specific  diseases.  This 
leads  to  an  unnecessarily  rigid  and  compartmentalized  approach  to 
health  problems. 

Our  purpose  must  be  to  help  redirect  and  reform  fragmented 
programs  which  encourage  inefficiency  and  confusion  and  fail  to 
meet  the  total  health  needs  of  our  citizens. 

I  recommend  a  program  to  initiate  new  State  formula  grants  for 
comprehensive  public  health  services.  This  program  would  begin  in 
fiscal  1968. 
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At  the  same  time,  we  must  recognize  that  special  health  problems 
occur  in  some  parts  of  our  Nation  and  not  in  others.  Certain  diseases, 
such  as  tuberculosis  and  venereal  disease,  are  concentrated  in  metro¬ 
politan  communities.  Others,  such  as  rabies  and  parasitic  diseases, 
are  prevalent  in  certain  geographic  areas. 

Resources  to  serve  health  needs  are  not  evenly  distributed  through¬ 
out  the  Nation.  Special  problems  arise  in  remote  rural  areas  and 
the  city  slums.  We  need  greater  flexibility  to  pinpoint  our  attack. 

To  make  certain  we  have  that  flexibility,  I  recommend  a  program, 
to  commence  in  fiscal  1968,  oj  grants  to  States,  communities,  medical 
schools,  and  hospitals  to  meet  special  health  problems. 

III.  TO  STRENGTHEN  OUR  SYSTEM  OF  HEALTH  CARE 

The  Hill-Burton  program  for  hospital  construction  is  an  outstanding 
example  of  creative  federalism  in  action.  Now  in  its  19th  year,  this 
Federal-State-local  partnership  has  added  more  than  300,000  hospital 
and  nursing  home  beds  to  our  Nation  and  more  than  2,000  other 
health  facilities  in  areas  of  great  need. 

My  budget  requests  the  full  authorization  oj  $270  million  for  facilities 
construction  under  the  Hill-Burton  Act. 

Medical  advances  demand  new  equipment  and  up-to-date  labora¬ 
tories.  Intensive  care  units,  as  well  as  ambulatory  and  extended  care 
facilities,  require  changes  in  the  structure  and  function  of  aging 
hospitals,  particularly  in  urban  areas. 

General  hospitals  containing  260,000  beds — one-third  of  our 
Nation’s — are  now  in  obsolete  condition. 

When  medicare  becomes  operative  this  July,  the  pressure  on  many 
hospitals  will  grow  even  more  intense. 

To  begin  to  meet  this  urgent  need,  I  recommend  legislation  to  mobilize 
public  and  private  resources  to  revitalize  our  obsolete  hospitals.  This 
will  require  a  loan  and  grant  program  to  assist  in  the  long-term  financing 
of  hospital  renewal  projects. 

The  need  for  modernization  goes  beyond  the  bricks  and  mortar  of 
construction.  We  must  find  new  ways  to  lower  the  cost  and  raise  the 
quality  of  health  care,  to  organize  health  services  more  efficiently,  to 
develop  information  systems.  It  will  take  the  combined  efforts  of 
university,  hospital,  industry,  group  practice  clinics,  and  many  other 
organizations. 

I  am  directing  the  Secretary  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  to 
conduct  systems  analyses  and  other  studies  to  determine  the  most 
effective  means  of  bringing  high  quality  medical  services  to  all  the 
people  at  the  lowest  cost. 

I  also  propose  a  5-year  program  of  grants  for  research  and  demonstra¬ 
tion  projects  in  the  organization,  financing,  utilization,  and  delivery  of 
health  services. 

As  medical  practice  becomes  more  complex,  specialization  becomes 
more  common.  The  number  of  general  practitioners  is  declining — 
66,000  today  compared  to  95,000  15  years  ago.  In  1950,  there  was 
1  family  physician  for  every  1,600  Americans.  Today  2,900  Ameri¬ 
cans  must  depend  on  1  family  doctor. 

Group  practice  benefits  both  physicians  and  patients.  It  makes 
expert  health  care  more  accessible  for  the  patient.  It  enables  the 
physician  to  draw  on  the  combined  talents  of  his  colleagues. 
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High  initial  capital  requirements  and  a  shortage  of  long-term  financ¬ 
ing  have  restricted  the  development  of  this  form  of  medical  and  dental 
practice. 

I  recommend  that  the  Congress  consider  legislation  now  pending  making 
mortgage  insurance  available  for  group  practice  facilities. 

The  first  session  of  this  Congress  has  liberated  our  citizens  from 
the  haunting  fear  of  an  inability  to  meet  the  cost  of  medical  care  in 
their  later  years.  This  landmark  legislation  assures  that  community 
hospitals,  physicians,  and  others  who  provide  for  their  health  will 
be  paid  the  reasonable  cost  and  customary  charges  for  such  services. 
I  propose  that  this  same  principle  be  extended  to  the  care  of  patients 
in  our  own  Federal  hospitals  and  I  recommend  legislation  to  permit 
the  reimbursement  of  these  hospitals  in  the  same  manner. 

IV.  TO  TRAIN  NEEDED  HEALTH  WORKERS 

Trained  men  and  women  continue  to  be  in  critically  short  supply  in 
the  field  of  health.  Congress  has  already  acted  to  help  meet  that 
need  by  enacting — 

the  Health  Professions  Educational  Assistance  Act  to  provide 
assistance  to  both  schools  and  students; 

the  Nurse  Training  Act  to  provide  Federal  aid  to  increase  the 
supply  of  professional  nurses;  and 

the  Vocational  Education  Act  to  provide  for  training  of  prac¬ 
tical  nurses  and  other  health  workers. 

But  critical  specialities  remain  dangerously  understaffed — medical 
technologists,  biomedical  engineers,  dental  hygienists,  and  other 
college-trained  health  workers. 

These  personnel,  allied  with  doctors,  dentists,  and  nurses,  consti¬ 
tute  the  modern  health  care  team.  They  extend  the  reach  and  the 
scope  of  the  physician. 

I  recommend  a  3-year  program  to  provide  grants  for  training  in  allied 
health  professions — 

to  construct  and  to  improve  needed  educational  facilities ; 
to  offer  fellowships  for  students  in  advanced  training;  and 
to  stimulate  institutions  to  develop  new  types  of  health  per¬ 
sonnel. 

Last  year,  in  the  Higher  Education  Act  of  1965,  Congress  enlisted 
the  resources  of  our  private  banking  community  to  make  low-interest 
student  loans.  By  this  means,  greatly  increased  financial  assistance 
can  be  provided  at  minimal  cost. 

I  recommend  legislation  to  convert  the  health  professions  student  loan 
program  to  privately  financed  and  federally  subsidized  loans  for  students 
in  the  health  professions. 


V.  TO  ADVANCE  RESEARCH 

Over  the  past  10  years,  Congress  has  increased  the  budget  for 
health  research  thirteenfold.  The  dividends  from  this  investment  are 
incalculable.  Miraculous  progress  in  medical  discovery  is  making 
possible — 

development  of  support  devices  for  the  failing  heart — and 
even  replacement  of  a  human  heart  by  an  artificial  organ; 

advances  toward  the  cure  of  cancers  such  as  childhood  leu¬ 
kemia  and  Hodgkin’s  disease; 
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development  of  a  less  expensive  and  more  efficient  treatment 
for  kidney  failure;  and 

isolation  of  viruses  causing  respiratory  infections  and  produc¬ 
tion  of  vaccines  to  immunize  against  them. 

My  fiscal  1967  budget  provides  increased  funds  for  health  research. 
If  research  makes  major  new  breakthroughs  in  lifesaving  discoveries, 
I  will  submit  requests  for  necessary  additional  funds.  My  overall 
budget  provides  for  this  contingency. 

VI.  TO  MEET  SPECIAL  HEALTH  PROBLEMS 

1.  Mental  retardation 

We  have  begun  to  ease  the  tragic  burden  of  the  mentally  retarded 
and  their  families.  By  construction  of  research  and  service  facilities, 
and  by  support  of  State  programs,  the  Federal  Government  helps 
combat  this  dread  handicap. 

We  shall  continue  our  increasing  attack  on  this  problem.  It 
deserves  the  concern  and  attention  of  our  most  able  specialists. 
Therefore,  I  intend  to  appoint  a  Committee  on  Mental  Retardation 
to  assess  our  progress,  to  seek  out  new  and  better  ways  to  cope  with 
this  terrible  disability,  and  to  recommend  a  long-range  and  compre¬ 
hensive  plan  of  action. 

2.  Nutrition  for  the  needy 

It  is  hard  to  teach  a  hungry  child.  This  fact,  known  to  parents  and 
teachers  alike,  underlies  the  school  lunch  program  throughout  the 
Nation. 

This  year  18  million  schoolchildren  will  enjoy  lunches  prepared  and 
served  in  their  schools  under  this  program.  Yet  too  many  children 
still  fail  to  get  a  good  lunch  even  though  the  cost  is  low.  Some  cannot 
afford  the  25-  to  35-cent  lunch  charge.  Others  in  low-income  districts 
go  to  schools  which  lack  lunch  facilities. 

Demonstration  programs  conducted  in  poverty  areas  in  Colorado 
and  North  Carolina  provided  lunches  this  year  at  sharply  reduced 
rates.  The  results  were  amazing.  Virtually  all  the  children  pur¬ 
chased  the  school  lunch — less  than  one-third  had  done  so  before.  The 
children  were  more  alert  and  interested  in  learning.  The  absentee 
rate  fell  by  as  much  as  37  percent.  School  dropouts  were  reduced. 

Too  little  of  the  Federal  assistance  in  the  school  lunch  program  has 
been  directed  toward  children  who  need  it  most.  Too  much  of  our 
subsidy,  particularly  in  the  special  milk  program,  goes  to  children  who 
already  get  a  federally  supported  school  lunch,  including  milk,  and 
whose  parents  can  afford  to  pay  for  additional  milk. 

I  am  submitting  to  the  Congress  the  Child  Nutrition  Act  of  1966  to 
redirect  our  efforts  to  provide  food  to  those  who  need  it  most.  The 
act  will — 

extend  the  school  lunch  program  to  more  needy  children  and 
give  greater  flexibility  in  providing  low  cost  or  no  cost  meals; 

assist  schools  serving  low-income  districts  to  acquire  kitchen 
and  lunchroom  facilities; 

provide  pilot  school  breakfast  programs  for  those  children  who 
start  the  day  hungry; 

direct  the  special  milk  program  to  those  schools  without  food 
service,  to  schools  serving  children  from  low-income  families, 
and  to  needy  schoolchildren  at  whatever  school  they  attend; 


HEALTH  AND  EDUCATION 


7 


start  demonstration  summer  programs  to  provide  food  service 
for  needy  children  at  child-care  centers  and  playgrounds;  and 
help  State  educational  agencies  strengthen  their  staffs  to 
improve  child  nutrition  programs. 

I  am  requesting  $50  million  from  the  Congress  for  programs  designed 
to  provide  adequate  nutrition  for  disadvantaged  children.  This 
money  is  an  addition  to  the  $329  million  in  cash  and  commodities 
already  included  in  the  budget  for  school  nutrition  programs.  The 
total  Federal  program  of  $379  million  is  a  major  redirection  of  our 
child  nutrition  efforts  to  children  who  otherwise  would  grow  up 
hungry,  suffer  the  diseases  that  come  from  being  ill  nourished,  and 
lack  the  energy  so  essential  to  learning. 

No  child  in  an  affluent  America  should  be  without  an  adequate  diet. 
The  new  program  will  move  us  far  toward  that  goal.  But  it  will  not  do 
the  job  alone. 

I  am  directing  the  Secretary  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare,  in 
cooperation  with  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  and  the  Director  of  the 
Office  of  Economic  Opportunity,  to  examine  means  by  wrhich  the 
benefits  of  sound  nutrition  can  be  extended  to  every  child  who  needs 
our  help. 

We  now  know  that  among  elderly  Americans,  a  poor  diet  is  a  root 
cause  of  poor  health.  It  adds  to  the  burden  of  our  hospitals  and  health 
manpower.  It  contributes  unnecessary  misery  to  the  burdens  of  old 
age. 

I  have  directed  the  Secretary  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  to 
initiate  a  special  food  service  program  at  multipurpose  centers  author¬ 
ized  by  the  Older  Americans  Act  of  1965.  Local  organizations  will  be 
able  to  offer  balanced,  nutritious  meals  to  the  elderly — without  charge 
or  at  reduced  prices  to  those  who  are  in  need. 

3.  Alcoholism 

The  alcoholic  suffers  from  a  disease  which  wdll  yield  eventually  to 
scientific  research  and  adequate  treatment.  Even  with  the  present 
limited  state  of  our  knowledge,  much  can  be  done  to  reduce  the  untold 
suffering  and  uncounted  waste  caused  by  this  affliction. 

I  have  instructed  the  Secretary  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare 
to — - 

appoint  an  Advisory  Committee  on  Alcoholism; 
establish  in  the  Public  Health  Service  a  center  for  research  on 
the  cause,  prevention,  control,  and  treatment  of  alcoholism; 

develop  an  education  program  in  order  to  foster  public  under¬ 
standing  based  on  scientific  fact;  and 

wmrk  with  public  and  private  agencies  on  the  State  and  local 
level  to  include  this  disease  in  comprehensive  health  programs. 

4-  Family  planning 

We  have  a  growing  concern  to  foster  the  integrity  of  the  family, 
and  the  opportunity  for  each  child.  It  is  essential  that  all  families 
have  access  to  information  and  services  that  will  allow  freedom  to 
choose  the  number  and  spacing  of  their  children  within  the  dictates 
of  individual  conscience. 

In  the  fiscal  1967  budget,  I  have  requested  a  sizable  increase  in 
funds  available  for  research,  training,  and  services  in  this  field. 
The  National  Institute  for  Child  Health  and  Human  Development 
will  expand  its  own  research  and  its  grant  program  to  study  human 
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reproduction.  The  Children’s  Bureau  and  the  Office  of  Economic 
Opportunity  will  support  family  planning  to  the  maternal  and  infant 
care  programs  in  local  communities  when  requested.  State  agencies 
will  be  aided  by  Federal  welfare  funds  to  provide  family  planning 
services  to  mothers. 

Education 

I  have  proposed  a  total  Federal  investment  in  education  and  training 
during  the  coming  year  in  excess  of  $10  billion — a  threefold  increase 
since  1961. 

Our  education  programs  must  be  administered  wisely  and  well. 
Shortly  after  passage  of  the  Elementary  and  Secondary  Education 
Act  of  1965,  I  directed  that  the  Office  of  Education  be  reorganized  to 
carry  out  its  expanded  responsibilities  more  effectively  and  efficiently. 
This  reorganization  has  now  been  completed. 

In  addition,  we  established  the  new  post  of  Assistant  Secretary  for 
Education  in  the  Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  to 
strengthen  program  coordination  throughout  the  Government. 

The  Congress  has  already  put  this  Nation  on  the  path  toward  the 
achievement  of  goals  to — 

1.  extend  special  educational  help  to  12  million  disadvantaged 
and  handicapped  children; 

2.  eliminate  illiteracy  within  a  decade; 

3.  bring  public  library  services  to  15  million  more  Americans; 

4.  reduce  by  half  the  rate  of  high  school  dropouts  over  the 
next  5  years; 

5.  guarantee  the  opportunity  for  education  beyond  high  school 
on  the  basis  of  ability  to  learn,  rather  than  ability  to  pay;  and 

6.  provide  college  building  and  facilities  to  meet  the  needs  of 
9  million  students  expected  by  1975. 

Full  educational  opportunity  for  every  citizen  requires  that  we 
build  on  the  beginnings  we  have  already  made.  I  recommend 
measures — 

to  expand  the  Head  Start  program  for  preschool  children; 
to  strengthen  the  Elementary  and  Secondary  Education  Act 
of  1965; 

to  expand  Federal  assistance  to  higher  education;  and 
to  improve  the  Nation’s  libraries. 

I.  TO  EXPAND  THE  HEAD  START  PROGRAM  FOR  PRESCHOOL  CHILDREN 

Few  programs  have  had  the  visible  success  of  Operation  Head 
Start.  The  disadvantaged  children  who  have  benefited  from  this 
program  are  already  entering  first  grade — with  new  confidence  in 
themselves  and  greater  eagerness  to  learn. 

I  have  requested  funds  almost  to  double  the  Head  Start  program 
during  the  coming  year  to  insure — 

full  year  programs  for  210,000  children;  and 
summer  programs  for  500,000  children. 

This  marks  a  significant  step  in  providing  greatly  expanded  pre¬ 
school  assistance  for  5-year-olds  from  disadvantaged  homes,  and  sum¬ 
mer  nursery  programs  for  3-  and  4-year -olds. 
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II.  TO  STRENGTHEN  THE  ELEMENTARY  AND  SECONDARY  EDUCATION 

ACT  OF  1965 

Though  funded  only  4  months  ago,  the  Elementary  and  Secondary 
Education  Act  of  1965  has  already  begun  to  bring  its  benefits  to  the 
Nation: 

Special  help  is  being  provided  the  disadvantaged — remedial 
teaching,  health  and  food  services,  augmented  teaching,  and 
counseling  staffs. 

More  books — interesting  and  up  to  date — have  begun  to  appear 
on  school  library  shelves. 

New  approaches  to  old  problems  are  being  tried;  instruction 
for  the  student  extends  beyond  the  classroom — to  museums, 
hospitals,  factories. 

Regional  education  laboratories  are  being  developed  to  stimu¬ 
late  new  techniques  of  teaching  and  learning  in  our  schools. 

State  educational  agencies  are  strengthening  their  staffs  and 
assuming  greater  responsibilities. 

Educational  deprivation  cannot  be  overcome  in  a  year.  And 
quality  cannot  be  achieved  overnight. 

I  propose  that  the  Elementary  and  Secondary  Education  Act  be  ex¬ 
tended  j  or  4-  years. 

My  budget  includes  increased  funds  for  each  title  of  the  act. 

In  addition,  I  propose  that  coverage  of  the  act  be  enlarged — 

to  raise  from  $2,000  to  $3,000  the  family  income  formula  for 
allocating  aid  for  education  of  the  disadvantaged  commencing 
in  fiscal  1968;  and 

to  earmark  additional  funds  for  child  of  American  Indians  and 
migrant  workers. 

Careful  study  of  the  “incentive  grant”  provision  of  title  I  shows  that 
payments  would  be  made  to  many  districts  unrelated  to  need. 

I  therefore  recommend  repeal  of  the  “incentive  grant”  provisions  of 
title  I  in  order  to  focus  Federal  aid  on  basic  grants  to  more  than  20,000 
local  school  districts. 

Too  many  schools  in  urban  and  rural  slums  are  ancient  and  in  dis¬ 
repair.  Obsolete  schools  aggravate  the  problem  of  eliminating  de  facto 

k segregation  in  our  northern  communities,  thus  depriving  children  of 
full  educational  opportunities. 

There  is  a  pressing  need  for  long-range,  community-wide  planning 
to  bring  innovation  and  imagination  in  school  construction. 

I  propose  that  $5  million  be  added  to  title  III  to  help  communities  in 
planning  school  construction  to  encourage  innovation  and  to  deal  with 
obsolescence,  overcrowding,  and  special  problems  such  as  de  facto  segre¬ 
gation. 

A  recently  completed  study  of  the  federally  impacted  area  program, 
requested  by  Congress,  has  concluded  that  certain  provisions  should 
be  revised. 

I  recommend  revision  of  the  existing  law — 

to  require  school  districts  to  absorb  a  uniform  and  fair  share  of 
the  burden  of  educating  children  in  federally  affected  districts; 

to  base  payments  on  school  expenditures  in  local  districts  rather 
than  on  National  or  State  average  per-pupil  cost;  and 

to  eliminate  eligibility  for  Federal  impacted  area  assistance  in 
those  cases  where  Government  property  is  leased  to  private 
enterprises  that  pay  local  taxes. 
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III.  HIGHER  EDUCATION 


Today,  young  people  are  seeking  advanced  learning  in  greater 
numbers  than  ever  before;  1,430,000  new  students  will  enter  our 
colleges  next  September — more  than  the  total  enrollment  only  20 
years  ago. 

Our  colleges  and  universities  must  keep  pace  with  this  growing  influx 
of  young  Americans.  And  the  Federal  Government  must  be  prepared 
to  continue  its  assistance. 

I  recommend  extension  of  the  Higher  Education  Facilities  Act  for  3 
more  years,  with  authorization  of  $458  million  for  construction  grants  for 
fiscal  1967. 

In  a  society  that  is  growing  more  complex,  advanced  training  is 
essential;  640,000  students  will  enroll  in  universities  and  institutions 
across  the  Nation  at  the  postgraduate  level  next  fall.  This  number 
will  grow  by  another  quarter  million  in  the  next  5  years. 

I  recommend  that  the  grant  program  for  graduate  facilities  be  continued Y 
and  I  propose  that  $200  million  be  made  available  for  loans  to  build  both 
undergraduate  and  graduate  facilities. 

In  addition,  I  will  soon  send  to  Congress  legislation  to  permit  more 
effective  use  of  Federal  resources  in  certain  loan  programs  by  applying 
credit  from  private  financial  institutions.  This  will  make  possible  an 
additional  $100  million  for  academic  facility  loans  in  fiscal  1967. 

One  out  of  every  four  of  our  institutions  of  higher  learning  is  not 
good  enough  to  get  accreditation.  Congress  recognized  this  need  last 
year  by  providing  assistance  to  developing  colleges. 

I  recommend  that  title  III  of  the  Higher  Education  Act  of  1965  be 
continued  for  2  years,  with  its  authorization  increased  from  $5  million  to 
$30  million  next  year. 

By  June,  890,000  students  at  1,700  institutions  will  have  borrowed 
$800  million  to  invest  in  college  education  under  the  student  loan 
program  of  the  National  Defense  Education  Act.  Last  year,  Con¬ 
gress  expanded  the  opportunity  for  student  loans  by  establishing  a 
subsidized  program  through  the  Nation’s  private  banking  system. 
Together  with  opportunity  grants  and  the  work-study  programs, 
there  now  exists  a  wide  range  of  student-assistance  programs  to  help 
finance  higher  education. 


To  increase  loan  funds  available  to  students  who  want  college' 
educations,  I  recommend  the  conversion  of  the  direct  loan  program  to 
a  program  in  which  loans  will  be  made  from  funds  provided  by  the 
private  capital  market,  with  the  Government  subsidizing  these  loans. 
The  teacher  "forgiveness”  features  for  students  eligible  under  the 
national  defense  education  program  will  be  retained. 

I  am  proposing  an  orderly  transition  to  the  new  student  loan  program 
so  that  no  eligible  student  will  be  deprived  of  the  needed  financial  assistance, 
and  I  will  ask  for  the  necessary  funds  to  accomplish  this  purpose. 

I  also  recommend  that  the  "forgiveness”  provision  be  extended  to 
medical  personnel  who  will  settle  in  rural  areas  where  the  doctor 
shortage  is  most  critical. 

There  are  more  than  12,000  unfilled  vacancies  for  qualified  social 
workers,  at  a  time  when  we  need  their  skills  more  than  ever  before. 
These  workers  are  important  to  the  success  of  our  poverty,  health,  and 
education  programs. 
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A  task  force  on  social  work  manpower  and  education  has  just  com¬ 
pleted  an  extensive  study  of  the  problem.  I  have  asked  the  Secretary 
of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  to  consult  with  educational  leaders 
and  other  specialists  and  to  submit  recommendations  to  me  to  over¬ 
come  this  shortage  in  the  ranks  of  our  social  workers. 

IV.  TO  IMPROVE  THE  NATION’S  LIBRARIES 

Those  who  do  not  read  are  not  much  better  off  than  those  who  can¬ 
not  read.  More  than  100  million  Americans  have  inadequate  public 
library  services.  More  than  15  million  have  none  at  all. 

A  library  must  be  a  living  institution  with  trained  staff  and  funds 
to  obtain  new  books  periodicals,  films,  records,  and  other  material. 

As  the  boundaries  of  learning  are  pushed  back,  our  need  for  store¬ 
houses  of  knowledge  grows  greater.  They  offer  man  his  link  with  the 
past  and  his  vision  of  the  future. 

Most  public  libraries  in  the  United  States  are  poorly  equipped  to 
perform  this  vital  role. 

I  recommend  that  Congress  extend  the  Library  Services  and  Construc¬ 
tion  Act  for  5  more  years,  authorizing  $57.5  million  for  fiscal  1967. 

Department  of  the  People 

Through  the  programs  entrusted  to  its  care,  the  Department  of 
Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  exercises  continuing  concern  for  the 
social  well-being  of  all  our  people.  Already,  as  I  have  indicated  in 
this  message,  it  has  become  possible  to  set  ambitious  goals  for  the 
future. 

To  improve  our  ability  to  chart  our  progress,  I  have  asked  the  Secre¬ 
tary  to  establish  within  his  Office  the  resources  to  develop  the  necessary 
social  statistics  and  indicators  to  supplement  those  prepared  by  the 
Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics  and  the  Council  of  Economic  Advisers. 
With  these  yardsticks,  we  can  better  measure  the  distance  we  have 
come  and  plan  for  the  way  ahead. 

In  health  and  education,  we  build  with  a  double  purpose:  to  meet 
today’s  needs,  and  to  match  tomorrow’s  hopes. 

We  look  toward  the  time — 

when  every  disease  which  need  not  happen  will  not  happen; 
when  every  citizen  can  confidently  expect  care — competent, 
convenient  care — if  he  is  ill  or  injured;  and 

when  every  American  receives  the  education  and  training  he 
wants  to  enrich  his  life  and  fulfill  his  hopes. 

With  pain  and  ignorance  no  longer  such  fearsome  enemies,  our 
people  will  find  a  new  freedom.  Our  society  will  be  great  as  never 
before. 

It  is  too  early  for  self-congratulations.  We  must  continue  to  plan 
and  act.  We  march  in  a  campaign  which  can  have  no  retreats,  no 
truce,  no  end,  o*nly  new  victories. 

Lyndon  B.  Johnson. 

The  White  House,  March  1,  1966. 
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The  Senate  met  at  11  o’clock  a.m.,  and 
was  called  to  orota;  by  the  Acting  Presi¬ 
dent  pro  tempore  tMr.  Metcalf). 

Rabbi  Eliezer  Wolfish,  Northeast  Jew¬ 
ish  Center  of  YonkeiX  Yonkers,  N.Y., 
offered  the  following  prayer: 

Av  Horachamin  ShocheX  Bamromin. 
God  of  mercy,  who  dwellesKon  high: 
In  Thy  fatherly  care  do  we  place  our 
}  faith  and  our  trust.  Unto  Thee  our  eyes 
are  turned  in  humble  supplicationyand 
unto  Thee  our  hearts  are  grateful  \pr 
the  abundance  of  blessings  that  The 
dost  bestow  upon  us  citizens  of  this  great' 
democracy.  Guard  and  protect  the 
members  of  our  Armed  Forces  in  Viet¬ 
nam  and  throughout  the  rest  of  the 
world. 

Help  us,  O  Heavenly  Father,  never  to 
become  casual,  or  to  lose  our  sensibility, 
consciousness,  and  appreciation  of  Thy 
grace  in  permitting  us  to  live  and  toil  in 
a  free  and  unshackled  society.  No 
greater  gift  can  man  ask;  no  greater  gift 
can  man  receive. 

O  gracious  Father,  verily  it  was  Thou 
who  didst  inspire  man  and  give  him  the 
superlative  intellect  to  solve  the  awesome 
mysteries  in  realms  on  high  and  in  the 
areas  beyond  the  horizon. 

At  the  same  time,  we  implore  Thee  to 
stir  and  move  us  to  search  for  answers 
j  in  the  innermost  recesses  of  our  hearts, 
so  that  we  may  ferret  out  all  vestiges  of 
inhuman  discriminations  and  unspeak- , 
able  cruelties  that  are  untenable  in  thU 
advanced  stage  of  civilization. 

Finally,  we  ask  Thy  blessings  yrfpon 
the  President  and  the  Vice  Presfirent  of 
these  United  States,  and  upon  oar  legis¬ 
lators.  Concretize  their  aspirations  to 
eradicate  poverty  and  disease  from  this 
Nation  of  plenty.  Crystalline  their  hopes 
for  a  tolerant  society/  Answer  their 
prayers  that  accompany  their  efforts  to 
bring  serenity,  sobriety,  and  peace  to  a 
confused  and  desmfiring  world. 

All  this  we  askGn  Thy  name,  O  Thou 
who  art  above/us.  Amen. 


THE  JOURNAL 

On  inquest  of  Mr.  Mansfield,  and  by 
unanimous  consent,  the  reading  of  the 
Joj/mal  of  the  proceedings  of  Monday, 
ebruary  28,  1966,  was  dispensed  with. 


LIMITATION  ON  STATEMENTS  DUR¬ 
ING  TRANSACTION  OF  ROUTINE 
MORNING  BUSINESS 

On  request  of  Mr.  Mansfield,  and  by 
unanimous  consent,  statements  during 
the  transaction  of  routine  morning  busi¬ 
ness  were  ordered  limited  to  3  minutes. 


COMMITTEE  MEETINGS  DURING 
SENATE  SESSION 

On  request  of  Mr.  Mansfield,  and  by 
unanimous  consent,  the  following  coi 
littees  and  subcommittees  were  autlujf- 
ied  to  meet  during  the  session  oythe 
sXMe  today: 

TSe  Committee  on  Aeronautical  and 
SpacenSciences. 

The  Subcommittee  on  Improvements 
in  the  Juaiciary  Machinerj/of  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  tX.  Judiciary. 

The  Subcommittee  o(i  Constitutional 
Rights  of  the  Gpmnjittee  on  the  Judi¬ 
ciary. 

The  Subcommittee  on  Civil  Service  of 
the  Committee  /m  Pm^t  Office  and  Civil 
Service. 

The  Aviation  Subcorihpittee  of  the 
Committeeran  Commerce. 

On  request  of  Mr.  SmatheS^s,  and  by 
unanimous  consent,  the  Committee  on 
Finajfce  was  authorized  to  meetNjuring 
th/session  of  the  Senate  today. 


COMMITTEE  MEETING  DURINf 
SESSION  OF  THE  SENATE  TO¬ 
MORROW 

On  request  of  Mr.  Mansfield,  and  by 
unanimous  consent,  the  Committee  on 
Agriculture  and  Forestry  was  authorized 
to  meet  during  the  session  of  the  Senate 
tomorrow. 

MESSAGES  FROM  THE  PRESIDENT 

Messages  in  writing  from  the  President 
of  the  United  States  were  communicated 
to  the  Senate  by  Mr.  Jones,  one  of  his 
secretaries. 


HEALTH  AND  EDUCATION— MES¬ 
SAGE  FROM  THE  PRESIDENT— 
(H.  DOC.  NO.  395) 

The  ACTING  PRESIDENT  pro  tem¬ 
pore.  The  Chair  lays  before  the  Senate  a 


message  from  the  President  of  the  United 
States  on  health  and  education.  With¬ 
out  objection,  the  message  will  be  print¬ 
ed  in  the  Record,  without  being  read,  and 
appropriately  referred. 

The  message  was  referred  to  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Labor  and  Public  Welfare,  as 
follows: 

To  the  Congress  of  the  United  States: 

A  nation’s  greatness  is  measured  by  its 
concern  for  the  health  and  welfare  of 
'its  people.  Throughout  the  history  of 
our  democracy,  this  commitment  has 
grown  and  deepened. 

The  education  of  our  people  is  a  na¬ 
tional  investment.  The  health  of  our 
people  is  essential  to  the  pursuit  of  hap¬ 
piness. 

Today  we  can  set  ambitious  goals  for 
the  future :  Full  education  for  every  citi¬ 
zen  to  the  limits  of  his  capacity  to  ab¬ 
sorb  it;  good  health  for  every  citizen  to 
the  limits  of  our  country’s  capacity  to 
provide  it. 

The  88th  and  89th  Congresses  have 
moved  toward  these  goals.  During  the 
past  three  sessions,  Congress  has:  En¬ 
acted  20  landmark  measures  in  health 
and  19  in  education;  doubled  the  appro¬ 
priations  for  health  programs  and  in¬ 
creased  the  budget  for  our  Office  of  Edu¬ 
cation  more  than  fivefold. 

The  achievements  of  the  past  3  yea  s 
promise  a  dramatic  enrichment  of  Ame 
ican  life.  They  already  include  in  the 
ield  of  health : 

1.  The  medicare  program  which,  on 
July  1,  will  make  benefits  available  to 
more  than  19  million  older  Americans. 

2.  Health  services  for  more  than 
200,000  migrant  workers  in  34  States. 

3.  Maternal  and  infant  care  for  moth¬ 
ers  and  children  previously  receiving  in  ¬ 
adequate  services. 

4.  Expanded  services  for  crippled 
children. 

5.  Thirty-two  new  clinics  for  retarded 
children. 

6.  Construction  assistance  for  1,300 
hospital  and  health  facilities  to  add  more 
than  56,000  new  hospital  beds. 

7.  Financial  support  for  more  than 
16,000  medical  research  projects  and  ad¬ 
vanced  training  for  25,000  scientists. 

8.  Construction  starts  for  62  institi 
tions  to  enroll  more  than  2400  addition 
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students  each  year  for  training  in  the 
health  professions. 

Our  achievements  in  education  are 
equally  impressive.  Among  them  are: 

1.  Funds  to  improve  educational  op¬ 
portunities  for  nearly  7.5  million  under¬ 
privileged  children  in  20,000  school  dis¬ 
tricts. 

2.  Summer  Headstart  programs  for 
560,000  preschool  children  in  13,350  com¬ 
munity  education  projects  and  year- 
round  programs  for  120,000  children. 

3.  Textbooks  and  other  learning  mate¬ 
rials  for  more  than  40  million  children 
in  every  State. 

4.  College  work  study  programs  for 
more  than  110,000  needy  college  students. 

5.  Construction  aid  for  1300  institu¬ 
tions  of  higher  learning — including  new 
classrooms,  laboratories,  and  libraries. 

6.  12  million  books  to  improve  public 
libraries  and  training  programs  for  more 
than  400  librarians. 

HEALTH 

With  these  programs  and  those  I  am 
recommending  today,  we  can  move  closer 
to  attainment  of  our  goals:  To  bring 
every  child  the  care  he  needs  to  develop 
his  capacity  to  the  fullest.  To  reduce 
infant  mortality,  concentrating  partic¬ 
ularly  on  those  minority  groups  whose 
death  rate  is  highest.  To  eradicate  ma¬ 
jor  communicable  diseases  as  a  threat  to 
life  and  health  in  the  United  States.  To 
reduce  the  burden  of  mental  illness,  and 
mental  retardation.  To  cut  the  toll  of 
the  three  great  killers — heart  disease, 
cancer,  and  stroke. 

The  health  budget  which  I  have  pro¬ 
posed  for  fiscal  year  1967  is  $4.67  billion — 
an  increase  of  almost  $1  billion.  In  ad¬ 
dition,  more  than  $3  billion  in  social 
security  trust  funds  will  be  spent  under 
medicare  to  assist  our  older  citizens. 

Funds  for  health,  manpower,  facilities, 
and  services  are  up  $707  million.  Funds 
for  environmental  activities  and  con¬ 
sumer  protection  are  up  $158  million. 
Funds  for  health  research  activities  are 
up  $78  million. 

To  insure  continuing  progress,  we 
must:  Improve  the  administration  of 
Federal  health  activities.  Develop  com¬ 
prehensive  health  planning  and  services 
on  the  State  and  community  level. 
Strengthen  our  system  of  health  care. 
Train  needed  health  workers.  Increase 
our  research  efforts.  Take  additional 
steps  to  meet  special  health  problems. 

I.  TO  IMPROVE  ADMINISTRATION  OF  FEDERAL 
HEALTH  SERVICES 

Our  first  concern  must  be  the  efficient 
and  effective  administration  of  the  Fed¬ 
eral  health  programs. 

Over  the  last  12  years  the  budget  of 
the  Public  Health  Service  for  research, 
training,  and  services  has  grown  almost 
tenfold — from  $250  million  to  $2.4  billion. 
Yet  major  elements  of  the  basic  structure 
of  the  Public  Health  Service  remain  set 
by  a  law  that  is  more  than  20  years  old. 

The  Secretary  of  Health,  Education, 
and  Welfare  and  the  Surgeon  General  of 
the  United  States  have  consulted  lead¬ 
ing  experts — physicians,  administrators, 
scientists,  and  public  health  specialists — 
in  a  thorough  search  for  the  best  means 
to  improve  the  administration  of  Federal 


health  programs.  They  all  agree  that 
the  need  to  modernize  the  administration 
of  the  Public  Health  Service  is  urgent. 

To  fulfill  that  need,  I  will  shortly  sub¬ 
mit  to  Congress  a  proposed  reorganiza¬ 
tion  of  the  health  functions  of  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Health,  Education,  and  Wel¬ 
fare. 

The  ultimate  success  of  Federal  health 
programs  depends  on  the  men  and 
women  who  direct  them.  At  present,  the 
personnel  system  of  the  Public  Health 
Service  is  inadequate  to  recruit  and  re¬ 
tain  the  talent  needed  for  its  rapidly 
changing  and  expanding  role. 

I  will  recommend  legislation  to  im¬ 
prove  the  personnel  system  of  the  Public 
Health  Service. 

This  legislation  will:  promote  career 
development,  encourage  more  flexible  use 
of  health  workers,  provide  them  with 
broader  opportunities,  stimulate  higher 
standards  of  performance. 

II.  TO  DEVELOP  COMPREHENSIVE  HEALTH  PLAN¬ 
ING  AND  SERVICES  ON  THE  STATE  AND  COMMU¬ 
NITY  LEVEL 

The  focus  of  our  efforts  is  the  indi¬ 
vidual  and  his  family,  living  in  their  own 
community.  To  meet  their  health  needs 
requires  the  cooperation  of  many  agen¬ 
cies,  institutions,  and  experts — of  State 
and  local  government,  of  doctors,  nurses, 
and  paramedical  personnel. 

These  are  the  frontline  fighters  in  our 
battle  against  disease,  disability,  and 
death.  As  in  military  battle,  a  winning 
strategy  demands  wise  and  well-planned 
use  of  manpower.  It  demands  coordi¬ 
nated  use  of  all  the  resources  available. 

I  recommend  to  Congress  a  program  of 
grants  to  enable  States  and  communities 
to  plan  the  better  use  of  manpower,  facil¬ 
ities,  and  financial  resources  for  com¬ 
prehensive  health  services. 

At  present,  the  Federal  Government 
offers  the  States  formula  grants  for 
categorical  programs  dealing  with  spe¬ 
cific  diseases.  This  leads  to  an  unneces¬ 
sarily  rigid  and  compartmentalized  ap¬ 
proach  to  health  problems. 

Our  purpose  must  be  to  help  redirect 
and  reform  fragmented  programs  which 
encourage  inefficiency  and  confusion  and 
fail  to  meet  the  total  health  needs  of  our 
citizens. 

I  recommend  a  program  to  initiate  new 
State  formula  grants  for  comprehensive 
public  health  services.  This  program 
would  begin  in  fiscal  1968. 

At  the  same  time,  we  must  recognize 
that  special  health  problems  occur  in 
some  parts  of  our  Nation  and  not  in 
others.  Certain  diseases,  such  ks  tuber¬ 
culosis  and  venereal  disease,  are  concen¬ 
trated  in  metropolitan  communities. 
Others,  such  as  rabies  and  parasitic  dis¬ 
eases,  are  prevalent  in  certain  geographic 
areas. 

Resources  to  serve  health  needs  are  not 
evenly  distributed  throughout  the  Na¬ 
tion.  Special  problems  arise  in  remote 
rural  areas  and  in  the  city  slums.  We 
need  greater  flexibility  to  pinpoint  our 
attack. 

To  make  certain  we  have  that  flexi¬ 
bility,  I  recommend  a  program,  to  com¬ 
mence  in  fiscal  1968,  of  grants  to  States, 
communities,  medical  schools,  and  hos¬ 
pitals  to  meet  special  health  problems. 
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IH.  TO  STRENGTHEN  OUR  SYSTEM  OF 
HEALTH  CARE 

The  Hill-Burton  program  for  hospital 
construction  is  an  outstanding  example 
of  creative  federalism  in  action.  Now  in 
its  19th  year,  this  Federal-State-local 
partnership  has  added  more  than  300,000 
hospital  and  nursing  home  beds  to  our 
Nation  and  more  than  2,000  other  health 
facilities  in  areas  of  great  need. 

My  budget  requests  the  full  authoriza¬ 
tion  of  $270  million  for  facilities  con¬ 
struction  under  the  Hill-Burton  Act. 

Medical  advances  demand  new  equip¬ 
ment  and  up-to-date  laboratories.  In¬ 
tensive-care  units,  as  well  as  ambulatory 
and  extended  care  facilities,  require 
changes  in  the  structure  and  function  of 
aging  hospitals,  particularly  in  urban 
areas. 

General  hospitals  containing  260,000 
beds — one-third  of  our  Nation’s — are 
now  in  obsolete  condition. 

When  medicare  becomes  operative  this 
July,  the  pressure  on  many  hospitals  will 
grow  even  more  intense. 

To  begin  to  meet  this  urgent  need,  I 
recommend  legislation  to  mobilize  public 
and  private  resources  to  revitalize  our 
obsolete  hospitals.  This  will  require  a 
loan  and  grant  program  to  assist  in  the 
long-term  financing  of  hospital  renewal 
projects. 

The  need  for  modernization  goes  be¬ 
yond  the  bricks  and  mortar  of  construc¬ 
tion.  We  must  find  new  ways  to  lower 
the  cost  and  raise  the  quality  of  health 
care,  to  organize  health  services  more 
efficiently,  to  develop  information  sys¬ 
tems.  It  will  take  the  combined  efforts 
of  university,  hospital,  industry,  group 
practice  clinics,  and  many  other  orga¬ 
nizations. 

I  am  directing  the  Secretary  of  Health, 
Education,  and  Welfare  to  conduct  sys¬ 
tems  analyses  and  other  studies  to  de¬ 
termine  the  most  effective  means  of 
bringing  high  quality  medical  services  to 
all  the  people  at  the  lowest  cost. 

I  also  propose  a  5 -year  program  of 
grants  for  research  and  demonstration 
projects  in  the  organization,  financing, 
utilization,  and  delivery  of  health  serv¬ 
ices. 

As  medical  practice  becomes  more 
complex,  specialization  becomes  more 
common.  The  number  of  general  prac¬ 
titioners  is  declining — 66,000  today  com¬ 
pared  to  95,000  15  years  ago.  In  1950, 
there  was  1  family  physician  for  every 
1,600  Americans.  Today  2,900  Americans 
must  depend  on  1  family  doctor. 

Group  practice  benefits  both  physi¬ 
cians  and  patients.  It  makes  expert 
health  care  more  accessible  for  the  pa¬ 
tient.  It  enables  the  physician  to  draw 
on  the  combined  talents  of  his  colleagues. 

High  initial  capital  requirements  and 
a  shortage  of  long-term  financing  have 
restricted  the  development  of  this  form 
of  medical  and  dental  practice. 

I  recommend  that  the  Congress  con¬ 
sider  legislation  now  pending  making 
mortgage  insurance  available  for  group 
practice  facilities. 

The  first  session  of  this  Congress  has 
liberated  our  citizens  from  the  haunting 
fear  of  an  inability  to  meet  the  cost  of 
medical  care  in  their  later  years.  This 
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landmark  legislation  assures  that  com¬ 
munity  hospitals,  physicians,  and  others 
who  provide  for  their  health  will  be  paid 
the  reasonable  cost  and  customary 
charges  for  such  services.  I  propose  that 
this  same  principle  be  extended  to  the 
care  of  patients  in  our  own  Federal  hos¬ 
pitals  and  I  recommend  legislation  to 
permit  the  reimbursement  of  these  hos¬ 
pitals  in  the  same  manner. 

IV.  TO  TRAIN  NEEDED  HEALTH  WORKERS 

Trained  men  and  women  continue  to 
be  in  critically  short  supply  in  the  field 
of  health.  Congress  has  already  acted 
to  help  meet  that  need  by  enacting:  The 
Health  Professions  Educational  Assist¬ 
ance  Act  to  provide  assistance  to  both 
schools  and  students.  The  Nurse  Train¬ 
ing  Act  to  provide  Federal  aid  to  increase 
the  supply  of  professional  nurses.  The 
Vocational  Education  Act  to  provide  for 
training  of  practical  nurses  and  other 
health  workers. 

But  critical  specialties  remain  danger¬ 
ously  understaffed — medical  technol¬ 
ogists,  biomedical  engineers,  dental 
hygienists,  and  other  college -trained 
health  workers. 

These  personnel,  allied  with  doctors, 
dentists,  and  nurses,  constitute  the 
modern  health  care  team.  They  extend 
the/ reach  and  the  scope  of  the  physician. 

I  recommend  a  3 -year  program  to 
provide  grants  for  training  in  allied 
health  professions:  To  construct  and  to 
improve  needed  educational  facilities. 
To  offer  fellowships  for  students  in  ad¬ 
vanced  training.  To  stimulate  institu¬ 
tions  to  develop  new  types  of  health 
personnel. 

Last  year,  in  the  Higher  Education  Act 
of  1965,  Congress  enlisted  the  resources 
of  our  private  banking  community  to 
make  low-interest  student  loans.  By 
this  means,  greatly  increased  financial 
assistance  can  be  provided  at  minimal 
cost. 

I  recommend  legislation  to  convert  the 
health  professions  student  loan  program 
to  privately  financed  and  federally  sub¬ 
sidized  loans  for  students  in  the  health 
professions. 

V.  TO  ADVANCE  RESEARCH 

Over  the  past  10  years,  Congress  has 
increased  the  budget  for  health  research 
thirteenfold.  The  dividends  from  this 
investment  are  incalculable.  Miraculous 
progress  in  medical  discovery  is  making 
possible:  Development  of  support  de¬ 
vices  for  the  failing  heart — and  even  re¬ 
placement  of  a  human  heart  by  an 
artificial  organ.  Advances  toward  the 
cure  of  cancers  such  as  childhood 
leukemia  and  Hodgkin’s  disease.  De¬ 
velopment  of  a  less  expensive  and  more 
efficient  treatment  for  kidney  failure. 
Isolation  of  viruses  causing  respiratory 
infections  and  production  of  vaccines  to 
immunize  against  them. 

My  fiscal  1967  budget  provides  in¬ 
creased  funds  for  health  research.  If 
research  makes  major  new  break¬ 
throughs  in  lifesaving  discoveries,  I 
will  submit  requests  for  necessary  addi¬ 
tional  funds.  My  overall  budget  pro¬ 
vides  for  this  contingency. 

VT.  TO  MEET  SPECIAL  HEALTH  PROBLEMS 

1.  Mental  retardation:  We  have  begun 
to  ease  the  tragic  burden  of  the  mentally 


retarded  and  their  families.  By  con¬ 
struction  of  research  and  service  facili¬ 
ties,  and  by  support  of  State  programs, 
the  Federal  Government  helps  combat 
this  dread  handicap. 

We  shall  continue  our  increasing  at¬ 
tack  on  this  problem.  It  deserves  the 
concern  and  attention  of  our  most  able 
specialists.  Therefore,  I  intend  to  ap¬ 
point  a  Committee  on  Mental  Retarda¬ 
tion  to  assess  our  progress,  to  seek  out 
new  and  better  ways  to  cope  with  this 
terrible  disability,  and  to  recommend  a 
long-range  and  comprehensive  plan  of 
action. 

2,  Nutrition  for  the  needy:  It  is  hard 
’  to  teach  a  hungry  child.  This  fact, 
known  to  parents  and  teachers  alike, 
underlies  the  school  lunch  program 
throughout  the  Nation. 

This  year  18  million  schoolchildren 
will  enjoy  lunches  prepared  and  served 
in  their  schools  under  this  program.  Yet 
too  many  children  still  fail  to  get  a  good 
lunch  even  though  the  cost  is  low.  Some 
canot  afford  the  25-  to  35-cent  lunch 
charge.  Others  in  low-income  districts 
go  to  schools  which  lack  lunch  facilities. 

Demonstration  programs  conducted  in 
poverty  areas  in  Colorado  and  North 
Carolina  provided  lunches  this  year  at 
sharply  reduced  rates.  The  results  were 
amazing.  Virtually  all  the  children  pur¬ 
chased  the  school  lunch — less  than  one- 
third  had  done  so  before.  The  children 
were  more  alert  and  interested  in  learn¬ 
ing.  The  absentee  rate  fell  by  as  much 
as  37  percent.  School  dropouts  were  re¬ 
duced. 

Too  little  of  the  Federal  assistance  in 
the  school  lunch  program  has  been  di¬ 
rected  toward  children  who  need  it  most. 
Too  much  of  our  subsidy,  particularly  in 
the  special  milk  program,  goes  to  chil¬ 
dren  who  already  get  a  federally  sup¬ 
ported  school  lunch,  including  milk,  and 
whose  parents  can  afford  to  pay  for  ad¬ 
ditional  milk. 

I  am  submitting  to  the  Congress  the 
Child  Nutrition  Act  of  1966  to  redirect 
our  efforts  to  provide  food  to  those  who 
need  it  most.  The  act  will : 

Extend  the  school  lunch  program  to 
more  needy  children  and  give  greater 
flexibility  in  providing  low  cost  or  no 
cost  meals. 

Assist  schools  serving  low-income  dis¬ 
tricts  to  acquire  kitchen  and  lunchroom 
facilities. 

Provide  pilot  school  breakfast  pro¬ 
grams  for  those  children  who  start  the 
day  hungry. 

Direct  the  special  milk  program  to 
those  schools  without  food  service,  to 
schools  serving  children  from  low-in¬ 
come  families,  and  to  needy  schoolchil¬ 
dren  at  whatever  school  they  attend. 

Start  demonstration  summer  pro¬ 
grams  to  provide  food  service  for  needy 
children  at  child-care  centers  and  play¬ 
grounds. 

Help  State  educational  agencies 
strengthen  their  staffs  to  improve  child 
nutrition  programs. 

I  am  requesting  $50  million  from  the 
Congress  for  programs  designed  to  pro¬ 
vide  adequate  nutrition  for  disadvan¬ 
taged  children.  This  money  is  an  addi¬ 
tion  to  the  $329  million  in  cash  and  com¬ 


modities  already  included  in  the  budget 
for  school  nutrition  programs.  The  to¬ 
tal  Federal  program  of  $379  million  is  a 
major  redirection  of  our  child  nutrition 
efforts  to  children  who  otherwise  would 
grow  up  hungry,  suffer  the  diseases  that 
come  from  being  ill-nourished,  and  lack 
the  energy  so  essential  to  learning. 

No  child  in  an  affluent  America  should 
be  without  an  adequate  diet.  The  new 
program  will  move  us  far  toward  that 
goal.  But  it  will  not  do  the  job  alone. 

I  am  directing  the  Secretary  of  Health, 
Education,  and  Welfare,  in  cooperation 
with  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  and  the 
Director  of  the  Office  of  Economic  Op¬ 
portunity,  to  examine  means  by  which 
the  benefits  of  sound  nutrition  can  be 
extended  to  every  child  who  needs  our 
help. 

We  now  know  that  among  elderly 
Americans,  a  poor  diet  is  a  root  cause  of 
poor  health.  It  adds  to  the  burden  of 
our  hospitals  and  health  manpower.  It 
contributes  unnecessary  misery  to  the 
burdens  of  old  age. 

I  have  directed  the  Secretary  of 
Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  to  ini¬ 
tiate  a  special  food  service  program  at 
multipurpose  centers  authorized  by  the 
Older  Americans  Act  of  1965.  Local  or¬ 
ganizations  will  be  able  to  offer  bal¬ 
anced,  nutritious  meals  to  the  elderly — 
without  charge  or  at  reduced  prices  to 
those  who  are  in  need. 

3.  Alcoholism: 

The  alcoholic  suffers  from  a  disease 
which  will  yield  eventually  to  scientific 
research  and  adequate  treatment.  Even 
with  the  present  limited  state  of  our 
knowledge,  much  can  be  done  to  reduce 
the  untold  suffering  and  uncounted 
waste  caused  by  this  affliction. 

I  have  instructed  the  Secretary  of 
Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  to:  Ap¬ 
point  an  Advisory  Committee  on  Alco¬ 
holism;  establish  in  the  Public  Health 
Service  a  center  for  research  on  the 
cause,  prevention,  control,  and  treat¬ 
ment  of  alcoholism;  develop  an  educa¬ 
tion  program  in  order  to  foster  public 
understanding  based  on  scientific  fact; 
work  with  public  and  private  agencies 
on  the  State  and  local  level  include  this 
disease  in  comprehensive  health  pro¬ 
grams. 

4.  Family  planning : 

We  have  a  growing  concern  to  foster 
the  integrity  of  the  family,  and  the  op¬ 
portunity  for  each  child.  It  is  essential 
that  all  families  have  access  to  informa¬ 
tion  and  services  that  will  allow  freedom 
to  choose  the  number  and  spacing  of 
their  children  within  the  dictates  of  in¬ 
dividual  conscience. 

In  the  fiscal  1967  budget,  I  have  re¬ 
quested  a  sizable  increase  in  funds  avail¬ 
able  for  research,  training,  and  services 
in  this  field.  The  National  Institute  for 
Child  Health  and  Human  Development 
will  expand  its  own  research  and  its 
grant  program  to  study  human  repro¬ 
duction.  The  Children’s  Bureau  and  t  ie 
Office  of  Economic  Opportunity  will  su 
port  family  planning  to  the  maternal  ana 
infant  care  programs  in  local  communi¬ 
ties  when  requested.  State  agencies  will 
be  aided  by  Federal  welfare  funds  to  pro¬ 
vide  family  planning  services  to  mothers. 
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EDUCATION 

I  have  proposed  a  total  Federal  invest¬ 
ment  in  education  and  training  during 
the  coming  year  in  excess  of  $10  billion — 
a  threefold  increase  since  1961. 

Our  education  programs  must  be  ad¬ 
ministered  wisely  and  well.  Shortly 
after  passage  of  the  Elementary  and  Sec¬ 
ondary  Education  Act  of  1965,  I  directed 
that  the  Office  of  Education  be  reor¬ 
ganized  to  carry  out  its  expanded  re¬ 
sponsibilities  more  effectively  and  effi¬ 
ciently.  This  reorganization  has  now 
been  completed. 

In  addition,  we  established  the  new 
post  of  Assistant  Secretary  for  Education 
in  the  Department  of  Health,  Education, 
and  Welfare  to  strengthen  program  co¬ 
ordination  throughout  the  Government. 

The  Congress  has  already  put  this 
Nation  on  the  path  toward  the  achieve¬ 
ment  of  goals  to: 

1.  Extend  special  educational  help  to 
12  million  disadvantaged  and  handi¬ 
capped  children: 

2.  Eliminate  illiteracy  within  a  dec¬ 
ade; 

3.  Bring  public  library  services  to  15 
million  more  Americans; 

4.  Reduce  by  half  the  rate  of  high 
school  dropouts  over  the  next  5  years; 

5.  Guarantee  the  opportunity  for  edu¬ 

cation  beyond  high  school  on  the  basis 
of  ability  to  learn,  rather  than  ability  to 
pay;  , 

6.  Provide  college  building  and  facili¬ 
ties  to  meet  the  needs  of  9  million  stu¬ 
dents  expected  by  1975. 

Full  educational  opportunity  for  every 
citizen  requires  that  we  build  on  the  be¬ 
ginnings  we  have  already  made.  I  rec¬ 
ommend  measures ;  To  expand  the  Head¬ 
start  program  for  preschool  children; 
to  strengthen  the  Elementary  and  Sec¬ 
ondary  Education  Act  of  1965;  to  ex¬ 
pand  Federal  assistance  to  higher  edu¬ 
cation;  to  improve  the  Nation’s  libraries. 

I.  TO  EXPAND  THE  HEADSTART  PROGRAM  FOR 

PRESCHOOL  CHILDREN 

Few  programs  have  had  the  visible 
success  of  Operation  Headstart.  The 
disadvantaged  children  who  have  bene¬ 
fited  from  this  program  are  already  en¬ 
tering  first  grade — with  new  confidence 
in  themselves  and  greater  eagerness  to 
learn. 

I  have  requested  funds  almost  to 
double  the  Headstart  program  during 
the  coming  year  to  insure :  full-year  pro¬ 
grams  for  210,000  children;  summer 
programs  for  500,000  children. 

This  marks  a  significant  step  in  pro¬ 
viding  greatly  expanded  preschool  as¬ 
sistance  for  5 -year-olds  from  disadvan¬ 
taged  homes,  and  summer  nursery  pro¬ 
grams  for  3-  and  4-year-olds. 

II.  TO  STRENGTHEN  THE  ELEMENTARY  AND  SEC¬ 

ONDARY  EDUCATION  ACT  OF  1965 

Though  funded  only  4  months  ago,  the 
Elementary  and  Secondary  Education 
Act  of  1965  has  already  begun  to  bring 
its  benefits  to  the  Nation. 

Special  help  is  being  provided  the  dis¬ 
advantaged — remedial  teaching,  health 
and  food  services,  augmented  teaching 
and  counseling  staffs. 

More  books — interesting  and  up  to 
date — have  begun  to  appear  on  school 
library  shelves. 


New  approaches  to  old  problems  are 
being  tried;  instruction  for  the  student 
extends  beyond  the  classroom — to  muse¬ 
ums,  hospitals,  factories. 

Regional  education  laboratories  are  be¬ 
ing  developed  to  stimulate  new  techni¬ 
ques  of  teaching  and  learning  in  our 
schools. 

State  educational  agencies  are 
strengthening  their  staffs  and  assuming 
greater  responsibilities. 

Educational  deprivation  cannot  be 
overcome  in  a  year.  And  quality  can¬ 
not  be  achieved  overnight. 

I  propose  that  the  Elementary  and 
Secondary  Education  Act  be  extended 
for  4  years. 

My  budget  includes  increased  funds 
for  each  title  of  the  act. 

In  addition,  I  propose  that  coverage  of 
the  act  be  enlarged  to  raise  from  $2,000 
to  $3,000  the  family  income  formula  for 
allocating  aid  for  education  of  the  disad¬ 
vantaged  commencing  in  fiscal  1968,  to 
earmark  additional  funds  for  children  of 
American  Indians  and  migrant  workers. 

Careful  study  of  the  “incentive  grant” 
provision  of  title  I  shows  that  (payments 
would  be  made  to  many  districts  unre¬ 
lated  to  need. 

I  therefore  recommend  repeal  of  the 
“incentive  grant”  provision  of  title  I  in 
order  to  focus  Federal  aid  on  basic  grants 
to  more  than  20,000  local  school  districts. 

Too  many  schools  in  urban  and  rural 
slums  are  ancient  and  in  disrepair.  Ob¬ 
solete  schools  aggravate  the  problem  of 
eliminating  de  facto  segregation  in  our 
northern  communities,  thus  depriving 
children  of  full  educational  opportu¬ 
nities. 

There  is  a  pressing  need  for  long- 
range,  communitywide  planning  to  bring 
innovation  and  imagination  in  school 
construction. 

I  propose  that  $5  million  be  added  to 
title  IH  to  help  communities  in  planning 
school  construction  to  encourage  innova¬ 
tion  and  to  deal  with  obsolescence,  over¬ 
crowding,  and  special  problems  such  as 
de  facto  segregation. 

A  recently  completed  study  of  the  fed¬ 
erally  impacted  area  program,  requested 
by  Congress,  has  concluded  that  certain 
provisions  should  be  revised. 

I  recommend  revision  of  the  existing 
law  to  require  school  districts  to  absorb 
a  uniform  and  fair  share  of  the  burden 
of  educating  children  in  federally  af¬ 
fected  districts;  to  base  payments  on 
school  expenditures  in  local  districts 
rather  than  on  National  or  State  average 
per  pupil  cost ;  to  eliminate  eligibility  for 
Federal  impacted  area  assistance  in 
those  cases  where  Government  property 
is  leased  to  private  enterprises  that  pay 
local  taxes. 

m.  HIGHER  EDUCATION 

Today,  young  people  are  seeking  ad¬ 
vanced  learning  in  greater  numbers  than 
ever  before.  One  million  four  hundred 
and  thirty  thousand  new  students  will 
enter  our  colleges  next  September — more 
than  the  total  enrollment  only  20  years 
ago. 

Our  colleges  and  universities  must  keep 
pace  with  this  growing  influx  of  young 
Americans.  And  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  must  be  prepared  to  continue  its 

assistance. 
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I  recommend  extension  of  the  Higher 
Education  Facilities  Act  for  3  more  years, 
with  authorization  of  $458  million  for 
construction  grants  for  fiscal  1967. 

In  a  society  that  is  growing  more  com¬ 
plex,  advanced  training  is  essential.  Six 
hundred  and  forty  thousand  students 
will  enroll  in  universities  and  institutions 
across  the  Nation  at  the  postgraduate 
level  next  fall.  This  number  will  grow 
by  another  quarter  million  in  the  next 
5  years. 

I  recommend  that  the  grant  program 
for  graduate  facilities  be  continued,  and 
I  propose  that  $200  million  be  made  avail¬ 
able  for  loans  to  build  both  undergrad¬ 
uate  and  graduate  facilities. 

In  addition,  I  will  soon  send  to  Con¬ 
gress  legislation  to  permit  more  effective 
use  of  Federal  resources  in  certain  loan 
programs  by  applying  credit  from  private 
financial  institutions.  This  will  make 
possible  an  additional  $100  million  for 
academic  facility  loans  in  fiscal  1967. 

One  out  of  every  four  of  our  institu- 
tutions  of  higher  learning  is  not  good 
enough  to  get  accreditation.  Congress 
recognized  this  need  last  year  by  pro¬ 
viding  assistance  to  developing  colleges. 

I  recommend  that  title  III  of  the 
Higher  Education  Act  of  1965  be  con¬ 
tinued  for  2  years,  with  its  authorization 
increased  from  $5  million  to  $30  million 
next  year. 

By  June,  890,000  students  at  1,700  in¬ 
stitutions  will  have  borrowed  $800  mil¬ 
lion  to  invest  in  college  education  under 
the  student  loan  program  of  the  Na¬ 
tional  Defense  Education  Act.  Last  year, 
Congress  expanded  the  opportunity  for 
student  loans  by  establishing  a  subsidized 
program  through  the  Nation’s  private 
banking  system.  Together  with  oppor¬ 
tunity  grants  and  the  work-study  pro¬ 
grams,  there  now  exists  a  wide  range  of 
student-assistance  programs  to  help 
finance  higher  education. 

To  increase  loans,  funds  available  to 
students  who  want  college  educations,  I 
recommend  the  conversion  of  the  direct 
loan  program  to  a  program  in  which 
loans  will  be  made  from  funds  provided 
by  the  private  capital  market,  with  the 
Government  subsidizing  these  loans. 
The  "teacher  “forgiveness”  features  for 
students  eligible  under  the  national  de¬ 
fense  education  program  will  be  retained. 

I  am  proposing  an  orderly  transition 
to  the  new  student  loan  program  so  that 
no  eligible  student  will  be  deprived  of 
the  needed  financial  assistance,  and  I  will 
ask  for  the  necessary  funds  to  accomplish 
this  purpose. 

I  also  recommend  that  the  “forgive¬ 
ness”  provision  be  extended  to  medical 
personnel  who  will  settle  in  rural  areas 
where  the  doctor  shortage  is  most  critical. 

There  are  more  than  12,000  unfilled 
vacancies  for  qualified  social  workers,  at 
a  time  when  we  need  their  skills  more 
than  ever  before.  These  workers  are 
important  to  the  success  of  our  poverty, 
health,  and  education  programs, 

A  Task  Force  on  Social  Work,  Man¬ 
power,  and  Education  has  just  completed 
an  extensive  study  of  the  problem.  I 
have  asked  the  Secretary  of  Health,  Edu¬ 
cation,  and  Welfare  to  consult  with  edu¬ 
cational  leaders  and  other  specialists  and 
to  submit  recommendations  to  me  to 
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overcome  this  shortage  in  the  ranks  of| 
our  social  workers. 

TV.  TO  IMPROVE  THE  NATION’S  LIBRARIES 

Those  who  do  not  read  are  not  much| 
better  off  than  those  who  cannot  read. 
More  than  100  million  Americans  have 
inadequate  public  library  services.  More 
than  15  million  have  none  at  all. 

A  library  must  be  a  living  institution 
with  trained  staff  and  funds  to  obtain 
new  books,  periodicals,  films,  records  and 
other  material. 

As  the  boundaries  of  learning  are 
pushed  back,  our  need  for  storehouses  of 
knowledge  grows  greater.  They  offer 
man  his  link  with  the  past  and  his  vision 
of  the  future. 

Most  public  libraries  in  the  United 
States  are  poorly  equipped  to  perform 
this  vital  role. 

I  recommend  that  Congress  extend  the 
Library  Services  and  Construction  Act 
for  5  more  years,  authorizing  $57.5  mil¬ 
lion  for  fiscal  1967. 

DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  PEOPLE 

Through  the  programs  entrusted  to  its 
care,  the  Department  of  Health,  Educa¬ 
tion,  and  Welfare  exercises  continuing 
concern  for  the  social  well-being  of  all 
our  people.  Already,  as  I  have  indicated 
in  this  message,  it  has  become  possible 
to  set  ambitious  goals  for  the  future. 

To  improve  our  ability  to  chart  our 
progress,  I  have  asked  the  Secretary  to 
establish  within  his  office  the  resources 
to  develop  the  necessary  social  statistics 
and  indicators  to  supplement  those  pre¬ 
pared  by  the  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics 
and  the  Council  of  Economic  Advisers. 
With  these  yardsticks,  we  can  better 
measure  the  distance  we  have  come  and 
plan  for  the  way  ahead. 

In  health  and  education,  we  build  with 
a  double  purpose:  to  meet  today’s  needs, 
and  to  match  tomorrow’s  hopes. 

We  look  toward  the  time  when  every 
disease  which  need  not  happen  will  not 
happen.  When  every  citizen  can  con¬ 
fidently  expect  care — competent,  con¬ 
venient  care — if  he  is  ill  or  injured. 
When  every  American  receives  the 
education  and  training  he  wants  to  en¬ 
rich  his  life  and  fulfill  his  hopes. 

With  pain  and  ignorance  no  longer 
such  fearsome  enemies,  our  people  will 
find  a  new  freedom.  Our  society  will  be 
great  as  never  before. 

It  is  too  early  for  self-congratulations. 
We  must  continue  to  plan  and  act.  We 
march  in  a  campaign  which  can  have  no 
retreats,  no  truce,  no  end:  only  new 
victories. 

Lyndon  B.  Johnson. 

The  White  House,  March  1, 1966. 


REPORT  ON  XJJg.  PARTICIPATION  IN 
THE  UNITED  NATIONS— MESSAGE 
FROM  TI?E  PRESIDENT  (H.  DOC. 
NO.  178, 

The  AfTTING  PRESIDENT  pro  tem¬ 
pore  lai/1  before  the  Senate  the  following 
message  from  the  President  of  the  United 
States,  which,  with  the  accompanying 
report,  was  referred  to  the  Committee  on 
5reign  Relations: 


To  the  Congress  of  the  United  States: 

Pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  the 
United  Nations  Participation  Act,  I  sub¬ 
mit  herewith  the  19th  annual  report  cov¬ 
ering  U.S.  participation  in  the  United 
Nations  during  1964. 

This  report,  like  its  predecessors,  de¬ 
scribes  the  activities  of  the  United  Na¬ 
tions  agencies  and  programs  that  to¬ 
gether  carry  out  the  aims  of  the  charter : 
to  maintain  peace  and  security,  to  adjust 
and  settle  international  disputes,  to  co¬ 
operate  in  economic  and  social  develop¬ 
ment,  and  to  promote  the  self-determina¬ 
tion  of  peoples  and  worldwide  respect  for 
human  rights.  It  also  covers  legal,  ad¬ 
ministrative,  and  financial  matters  at 
the  United  Nations. 

The  activities  covered  in  this  report 
document  the  commitment  of  this  Na¬ 
tion  to  the  purposes  and  programs  of 
the  United  Nations — a  commitment  dem¬ 
onstrated  by  the  extent  and  character  of 
our  participation  in  and  financial  sup¬ 
port  for  a  broad  range  of  United  Nations 
ictivities  over  the  past  20  years. 

^During  1964  the  constitutional-finany 
I  cia4  crisis  in  the  General  Assembly  tenc 
ed  ub  overshadow  in  the  public  mind/all 
otherSiffairs  at  the  United  Nations.  /The 
Assembly  was  limited  to  those  minor  ac¬ 
tions  which  could  be  taken  by  unanimous 
consent  without  a  vote.  It  is  regrettable 
that  a  majoXprgan  of  the  United  Nations 
could  not  function  normally.  However, 
the  other  elements  of  the  janited  Nations 
|  system  carried  forward. 

The  Security  Counrfj'  in  1964  had  one 
I  of  its  busiest  years;  it/neld  over  100  meet¬ 
ings  and  dealt  with/some  of  the  most  in- 
|tractable  problem*! Df  pto^ce  and  security. 

It  successfully' organised  the  difficult 
[peacekeeping  operation  in'Cyprus,  avert¬ 
ing  the  threat  of  a  direct  military  con¬ 
frontation  between  two  of  ou\NATO  al¬ 
llies,  Greepe  and  Turkey. 

It  airea  the  Kashmir  dispute,  the  Ma¬ 
laysian!  charges  against  Indonesia,  and 
the  /question  of  apartheid  in  Sttuth 
ifrfca. 

ft  sent  a  factfinding  group  to  repot 
in  the  border  situation  between  Cam-N 
lodia  and  South  Vietnam. 

It  requested  the  Secretary  General  to 
lelp  the  United  Kingdom  and  Yemen 
resolve  their  differences  over  the  Yemen- 
iden  border. 

It  provided  a  forum  for  the  United 
States  to  explain  the  action  it  had  taken 
[so  counter  the  attacks  by  Hanoi  against 
.S.  naval  vessels  in  the  international 
waters  of  the  Gulf  of  Tonkin.  In  this 
connection,  regrettably,  Hanoi  was  un¬ 
willing  to  admit  that  the  United  Nations 
lad  any  competence  in  the  conflict  in 
Vietnam.  Despite  the  fact  that  Hanoi 
"and  Peiping  rejected  United  Nations  in¬ 
volvement,  given  its  responsibility  for 
international  peace  and  security,  the 
United  Nations  should  clearly  be  con¬ 
cerned  about  the  conflict  in  Vietnam.  It 
was  with  this  thought  in  mind  that  in 
San  Francisco  on  June  25,  1965,  at  the 
celebration  of  the  20th  anniversary  of 
the  United  Nations,  I  urged  United  Na¬ 
tions  members,  individually  and  collec¬ 
tively,  to  use  their  influence  to  bring  to 
the  negotiating  table  all  governments 


involved  in  an  attempt  to  halt  all  ag¬ 
gression  and  evolve  a  peaceful  solution. 
I  also  wrote  the  Secretary  General- the 
following  month  saying  how  much, I  ap¬ 
preciated  his  efforts  to  remove  the  Viet¬ 
nam  dispute  from  the  battlefield  to  the 
negotiating  table  and  expressed  the  hope 
they  would  be  continued.  The  Secretary 
General  replied  by  expressing  his  deter¬ 
mination  to  pursue  suclp  efforts  by  all 
means  at  his  disposal. 

Elsewhere  in  the  wo/ld  during  1964  the 
United  Nations  continued  to  maintain 
several  active  peacekeeping  operations. 
United  Nations  Peacekeepers  continued 
to  police  the  Sipfai  and  Gaza  lines.  The 
United  Nations  also,  supervised  the  bor¬ 
ders  between^ Israel  and  its  Arab  neigh¬ 
bors,  and  fcne  truce  line  in  Kashmir  be¬ 
tween  India  and  Pakistan. 

During  1964  the  United  Nations  ended 
its  military  (but  not  its  civilian)  opera- 
tioiyin  the  Congo  and  its  observer  mis¬ 
sion  in  Yemen. 

'On  the  economic  front,  the  United  Na¬ 
tions  Conference  on  Trade  and  Develop¬ 
ment  (UNCTAD)  during  the  summer  of 
1964  was  unquestionably  the  most  sig¬ 
nificant  development  of  the  year.  It 
opened  a  search  by  the  developing  na¬ 
tions  for  trading  and  financial  arrange¬ 
ments  designed  to  accelerate  their  de¬ 
velopment.  Machinery  was  established 
to  carry  on  the  dialog  within  the  United 
Nations  among  developed  and  less  de¬ 
veloped  countries  concerning  interna¬ 
tional  trade  and  related  questions  of  de¬ 
velopment.  A  hopeful  sign  was  the 
adoption  by  UNCTAD  of  a  system  of 
mutual  adjustment  and  conciliation  de¬ 
signed  to  achieve  a  meeting  of  minds 
before  arriving  at  decisions  on  important 
matters. 

The  record  of  operations  of  United 
Nations  specialized  agencies  in  the  eco¬ 
nomic  and  social  fields  was  impressive. 

The  World  Bank  and  its  affiliates — 
the  International  Development  Associa¬ 
tion  and  the  International  Finance  Cor¬ 
poration — made  loans,  credits,  and  in¬ 
vestments  totaling  over  $1  billion. 

The  World  Health  Organization 
spurred  important  advances  in  the  world- 
ide  campaigns  to  eradicate  malaria 
and  smallpox  and  in  the  field  of 
epidtoniology. 

Th\ World  Meteorological  Organiza¬ 
tion  mWed  ahead  toward  a  projected 
World  Weather  Watch — a  worldwide  co¬ 
operative  venture  to  improve  man’s  abil¬ 
ity  to  predicbsthe  course  of  the  weather. 

The  Food  and  Agriculture  Organiza¬ 
tion  dispatchedSabout  1,000  technical  ex¬ 
perts  to  members,  countries  to  assist  in 
agricultural  productivity,  pest  control, 
animal  health,  and  rural  community  de¬ 
velopment. 

As  science  and  technology  develop, 
there  will  be  new  opportunities  for  inter¬ 
national  cooperation  and  common  under¬ 
takings  to  serve  mankind.  'On  October 
2,  1964,  I  proclaimed  1965  International 
Cooperation  Year  (ICY)  in  tlTq  United 
States.  To  implement  our  national  pro¬ 
gram  for  ICY,  on  November  24,  T964 ,  I 
named  a  Cabinet  Committee  for  Inter¬ 
national  Cooperation  Year  (1965)  ahffi 
called  on  our  national  citizens’  orga^ 
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lizations  to  help  find  new  areas  for 
common  endeavor  against  the  ancient 
enemies  of  mankind — ignorance,  poverty, 
and  disease.  Every  such  enterprise  helps 
in  sorne  small  way  to  strengthen  the 
fabric  ol  peace.  As  I  said  at  that  time — 
the  quesrsfor  peace  through  cooperation 
is  the  “assignment  of  the  century.” 

In  transmitting  this  report,  I  should 
like  to  add  aNmore  general  observation 
about  our  policV  toward  the  United  Na¬ 
tions.  Every  President  since  the  found¬ 
ing  of  the  United  Nations  has  expressed 
the  deep  commitment  of  this  Nation  to 
the  purposes  of  the  Organization.  This 
commitment  has  been\xpressed  in  our 
dedication  to  the  purposed  of  the  charter 
and  in  our  participation \n  the  entire 
range  of  United  Nations  operations  de¬ 
scribed  in  this  report. 

I  reaffirmed  our  dedication  on  the  oc¬ 
casion  of  the  20th  anniversary\of  the 
United  Nations  at  San  Francisco  o\June 
25, 1965,  when  I  said: 

I  come  to  this  anniversary  not  to  spealdvnf 
futility  or  failure  nor  of  doubt  and  despan 
I  come  to  raise  a  voice  of  confidence  in  bothT 
the  future  of  these  United  Nations  and  the 
fate  of  the  human  race. 

♦  *  *  *  * 

And  let  all  remember — -and  none  forget — 
that  now  more  than  50  times  in  these  20 
years  the  United  Nations  has  acted  to  keep 
the  peace. 

By  persuading  nations  to  justify  their  own 
conduct  before  all  countries,  it  has  helped,  at 
many  times  and  in  many  places,  to  soften 
the  harshness  of  man  to  his  fellow  man. 

By  confronting  the  rich  with  the  misery  of 
the  poor  and  the  privileged  with  the  despair 
of  the  oppressed,  it  has  removed  the  excuse 
of  ignorance,  unmasked  the  evil  of  indiffer- 
ence,  and  has  placed  an  insistent,  even 
though  still  unfulfilled,  responsibility  upon 
the  more  fortunate  of  the  earth. 

By  insisting  upon  the  political  dignity  of 
man,  it  has  welcomed  63  nations  to  take 
their  places  alongside  the  51  original  mem¬ 
bers — a  historical  development  of  dramatic 
import,  achieved  mainly  through  peaceful 
means. 

And  by  binding  countries  together  in  the 
great  declarations  of  the  charter,  it  has  given 
those  principles  a  strengthened  vitality  in 
the  conduct  of  the  affairs  of  man. 

The  record  of  our  participation  in  the 
United  Nations  for  1964 — set  forth  in 
this  report — documents  the  deeds  that 
support  these  words. 

Lyndon  B.  Johnson, 

The  White  House,  March  1,  1966.. 


Resolved,  That  the  Secretary  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate  hereby  is  authorized  and  directed  to  pay. 
from  the  contingent  fund  of  the  Senate,  to 
Maud  Hastings,  mother  of  Howard  H.  Hast¬ 
ings,  an  employee  of  the  Senate  at  the  time 
of  his  death,  a  sum  equal  to  four  months’ 
compensation  at  the  rate  he  was  receiving 
by  law  at  the  time  of  his  death,  said  sum 
to  be  considered  inclusive  of  funeral 
expenses  and  all  other  allowances. 


EXECUTIVE  MESSAGES  REBERRED 
As  in  executive  session, 

The  ACTING  PRESIDENT  pro  tem¬ 
pore  laid  before  the  Senate  messages 
from  the  President  of  the  United  States 
submitting  sundry  nojmnations,  which 
were  referred  to  the/Committee  on  the 
Judiciary. 

(For  nomination  this  day  received,  see 
the  end  of  Senate  proceedings.) 


MAUD 


vSTIN  GS — REPORT  OF  A 
COMMITTEE 

Mr.  JORDAN  of  North  Carolina,  from 
the  Committee  on  Rules  and  Administra¬ 
tion/ reported  the  following  original  res¬ 
olution  (S.  Res.  229),  which  was  placed 
i  the  calendar: 


BILLS  AND  JOINT  RESOLUTION 
INTRODUCED 

Bills  and  a  joint  resolution  were  intro¬ 
duced,  read  the  first  time,  and,  by  unan¬ 
imous  consent,  the  second  time,  and  re¬ 
ferred  as  follows: 

By  Mr.  TALMADGE: 

S.  2994.  A  bill  to  amend  section  3  (relating 
to  retroactive  death  gratuity  benefits)  of  the 
act  entitled  “An  act  to  amend  title  38,  United 
States  Code,  in  order  to  provide  special  in¬ 
demnity  insurance  for  members  of  the  Armed 
Forces  serving  in  combat  zones,  and  for  oth¬ 
er  purposes,”  approved  September  29,  1965; 
to  the  Committee  on  Armed  Services. 

(See  the  remarks  of  Mr.  Talmadge  when 
he  introduced  the  above  bill,  which  appear 
finder  a  separate  heading.) 

By  Mr.  MONDALE  (for  himself  and 
Mr.  Metcalf)  : 

S\2995.  A  bill  to  authorize  the  President , 
to  establish  and  maintain  reserve  stocks  of 
agricultural  commodities  for  national 
curity,  and  for  other  purposes;  to  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on 'Agriculture  and  Forestry. 

(See  the  \emarks  of  Mr.  Mondale  wfeen  he 
introduced  tae  above  bill,  which  appear  un¬ 
der  a  separate 'heading.) 

By  Mr.  RUSSELL  of  South/Carolina : 

S.  2996.  A  bill  tb  amend  and Clarify  the  re¬ 
employment  provisions  of  the/Universal  Mili¬ 
tary  Training  and  Service  Act,  and  for  other 
purposes;  to  the  Conmjitj/;  on  Armed  Serv¬ 
ices. 

By  Mr.  CLARK  y 

S.  2997.  A  bill  for  the  relief  of  Nariko  Susan 
Duke  (Nakano) ;  tp  the  CoXpmittee  on  the 
Judiciary. 

By  Mr.  FyNG  (for  hims&lf,  Mr.  Bart¬ 
lett, /Mr.  Gruening,  a\d  Mr.  In- 

OUYE 

S.  2998.  y  bill  to  amend  title  3>i  of  the 
United  States  Code  to  eliminate  certain  re¬ 
quirements  for  the  furnishing  of  musing 
home  /(are  in  the  case  of  veterans  hospital¬ 
ized /by  the  Veterans’  Administration  \in 
Alaska,  Hawaii,  or  the  Philippines;  to  tN 
wnmittee  on  Labor  and  Public  Welfare. 

By  Mr.  BIBLE  (for  himself  and  Mr. 
Cannon)  : 

S.  2999.  A  bill  to  repeal  section  6  of  the 
Southern  Nevada  Project  Act  (act  of  Octo¬ 
ber  22,  1965  (79  Stat.  1068));  to  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs. 

(See  the  remarks  of  Mr.  Bible  when  he  in¬ 
troduced  the  above  bill,  which  appear  under 
a  separate  heading.) 

By  Mr.  MUSKIE: 

S.  3000.  A  bill  to  permit  States  or  other 
duly  constituted  taxing  authorities  to  sub¬ 
ject  persons  to  liability  for  payment  of  prop¬ 
erty  taxes  on  property  located  in  Federal  areas 
within  such  State  under  specified  conditions; 
to  the  Committee  on  Government  Opera¬ 
tions. 

(See  the  remarks  of  Mr.  Muskie  when  he 
introduced  the  above  bill,  which  appear  un¬ 
der  a  separate  heading.) 

By  Mr.  SCOTT: 

S.J.  Res.  141.  Joint  resolution  proposing  an 
amendment  to  the  Constitution  of  the  Unit¬ 
ed  States  providing  for  the  election  of  the 
President  and  Vice  President;  to  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  the  Judiciary. 

(See  the  remarks  of  Mr.  Scott  when  he  in¬ 
troduced  the  above  joint  resolution,  which 
appear  under  a  separate  heading.) 


RESOLUTIONS 
MAUDE  HASTINGS 

Mr.  JORDAN  of  North  Carolina,  from 
the  Committee  on  Rules  and  Administra¬ 
tion,  reported  an  original  resolution  (i 
Res.  229)  to  pay  a  gratuity  to  Mat 
Hastings,  which  was  placed  on  they 
endar. 

(See  the  above  resolution  printed  in 
full  when  reported  by  Mr.  Jordan  of 
North  Carolina,  which  appeaiVunder  the 
heading  “Reports  of  Committees.”) 


INVESTIGATION  OF/  THE  INTER¬ 
STATE  HIGHWAY  SYSTEM 

Mr.  CURTIS  submitted  the  following 
resolution  (S.  Res:  230) ;  which  was  re¬ 
ferred  to  the  /Committee  on  Public 
Works: 

S.  Res.  230 

Resolved,  ft hat  the  Committee  on  Public 
Works,  or  iny  duly  authorized  subcommittee 
thereof ,  y  authorized  under  sections  134(a) 
and  13fi/>f  the  Legislative  Reorganization  Act 
of  1946,  as  amended,  and  in  accordance  with 
its  jurisdictions  specified  by  rule  XXV  of  the 
St/n  cling  Rules  of  the  Senate,  to  make  a  com- 
(ete  and  comprehensive  study  and  investi¬ 
gation  of  the  National  System  of  Interstate 
and  Defense  Highways  (hereinafter  referred 
to  as  the  Interstate  System ) .  Such  study 
and  investigation  shall  include  but  shall  not 
be  limited  to: 

(1)  The  administration  of  the  Interstate 
System  program  by  the  States  with  respect 
to  the  cost  and  quality  of  construction,  plan¬ 
ning  and  engineering  specifications  including 
planning  and  specifications  of  highways  and 
bridges  to  withstand  anticipated  one-hun- 
dred-year-cycle  floods  and  other  disasters,  the 
expenditure  of  funds  and  any  irregularities  in 
connection  therewith,  purchase  of  rights-of- 
way,  overhead  and  administrative  costs,  and 
comparative  costs  among  the  States. 

(2)  Proposed  extensions  and  additions  to 
the  Interstate  System,  including  north-south 
routes  for  areas  not  now  so  served  and  plans 
for  the  construction  of  spurs  and  the  filling 
of  gaps  in  the  presently  authorized  Inter¬ 
state  System  to  the  end  that  the  system  will 
serve  a  greater  portion  of  the  population. 

(3)  The  extent  to  which  expenditures  for 
the  Interstate  System  have  exceeded  the 
original  estimates  and  the  reasons  therefor. 

(4)  The  future  maintenance  of  the  Inter¬ 
state  System  and  its  financing. 

(5)  The  present  condition  of  the  Highway 
ust  Fund  and  its  immediate,  future,  and 

loYg  range  prospects., 

(eh  The  effect  on  the  Highway  Trust  Fund, 
and  on  revenue  sources  from  which  the  Trust 
Fund  Jb  financed,  of  any  existing  or  proposed 
high  ways,  beautification  program,  safety  pro¬ 
gram,  forfeit  and  public  land  highways  pro¬ 
gram,  s'cennt  road  program,  mass  transporta¬ 
tion  program*,  or  other  program  which  would 
affect  such  fopnd  or  sources  of  revenue. 

Sec.  2.  For  tl\  purposes  of  this  resolution 
the  committee,  through  January  31,  1967, 
is  authorized  (1)  ^make  such  expenditures 
as  it  deems  advisable;  (2)  to  employ  a 
temporary  basis,  technical,  clerical,  and  other 
assistants  and  consul tants:  Provided,  That 
the  minority  is  authorized  to  select  one  per¬ 
son  for  appointment,  and  the  person  so 
selected  shall  be  appointefi.  and  his  com¬ 
pensation  shall  be  so  fixedNthat  his  gross 
rate  shall  not  be  less  by  more  than  $2,200 
than  the  highest  gross  rate  paidHp  any  other 
employee;  and  (3)  with  the  priTo-  consent 
of  the  heads  of  the  departments  orsagencies 
concerned,  and  the  Committee  on  Rules  and 
Administration,  to  utilize  the  reimbursable 
services,  information,  facilities,  and  per¬ 
sonnel  of  any  of  the  departments  or  agen¬ 
cies  of  the  Government. 


larch  1,  1966 
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CTEENTH  ANNUAL  REPORT  COV¬ 
ERING  U.S.  PARTICIPATION  IN 
UNITED  NATIONS  DURING 
1 964— ^MESSAGE  FROM  THE  PRESI¬ 
DENT  V)F  THE  UNITED  STATES 

(H.  DOC\NO.  178) 

The  SPEAKER  laid  before  the  House 
the  following  rnessage  from  the  Presi¬ 
dent  of  the  United  States;  which  was 
read  and,  togetheXwith  the  accompany¬ 
ing  papers,  referred  to  the  Committee 
on  Foreign  Affairs  amd  ordered  to  be 
printed,  with  illustratic 

To  the  Congress  of  the  tinted  States: 

Pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  the 
United  Nations  Participation.  Act,  I  sub¬ 
mit  herewith  the  19th  annual  report 
covering  U.S.  participation  in  tf\e  United 
Nations  during  1964. 

This  report,  like  its  predecessors,  de¬ 
scribes  the  activities  of  the  Unitea\Na- 
tions  agencies  and  programs  that ''to¬ 
gether  carry  out  the  aims  of  the  charted 
to  maintain  peace  and  security,  to  ad¬ 
just  and  settle  international  disputes,  to 
cooperate  in  economic  and  social  devel¬ 
opment,  and  to  promote  the  self-deter¬ 
mination  of  peoples  and  worldwide  re¬ 
spect  for  human  rights.  It  also  covers 
legal,  administrative,  and  financial  mat¬ 
ters  at  the  United  Nations. 

The  activities  covered  in  this  report 
document  the  commitment  of  this  Na¬ 
tion  to  the  purposes  and  programs  of  the 
United  Nations — a  commitment  demon¬ 
strated  by  the  extent  and  character  of 
our  participation  in  and  financial  sup¬ 
port  for  a  broad  range  of  United  Nations 
activities  over  the  past  20  years. 

During  1964  the  constitutional-finan¬ 
cial  crisis  in  the  General  Assembly 
tended  to  overshadow  in  the  public  mind 
all  other  affairs  at  the  United  Nations. 
The  Assembly  was  limited  to  those  minor 
actions  which  could  be  taken  by  unani¬ 
mous  consent  without  a  vote.  It  is  re¬ 
grettable  that  a  major  organ  of  the 
United  Nations  could  not  function  nor¬ 
mally.  However,  the  other  elements  of 
the  United  Nations  system  carried 
forward. 

The  Security  Council  in  1964  had  one 
of  its  busiest  years;  it  held  over  100 
meetings  and  dealt  with  some  of  the  mosj 
intractable  problems  of  peace  and  secy 
rity. 

It  successfully  organized  the  difficult 
peacekeeping  operation  in  Cyprus/avert¬ 
ing  the  threat  of  a  direct  military  con¬ 
frontation  between  two  of  gar  NATO 
allies,  Greece,  and  Turkey. 

It  aired  the  Kashmir  dispute,  the  Ma¬ 
laysian  charges  against  Indonesia,  and 
the  question  of  apartheid  in  South 
Africa. 

It  sent  a  factfinding  group  to  report 
on  the  border  situation  between  Cam¬ 
bodia  and  South  Vietnam. 

It  requested  tjrie  Secretary  General  to 
help  the  United  Kingdom  and  Yemen 
resolve  their  differences  over  the  Yemen- 
Aden  bordegl 

It  provided  a  forum  for  the  United 
States  tp  explain  the  action  it  had  taken 
to  comrfter  the  attacks  by  Hanoi  against 
U.S. /naval  vessels  in  the  international 
wafers  of  the  Gulf  of  Tonkin.  In  this 
connection,  regrettably,  Hanoi  was  un¬ 


willing  to  admit  that  the  United  Nations 
had  any  competence  in  the  conflict  in 
Vietnam.  Despite  the  fact  that  Hanoi 
and  Peiping  rejected  United  Nations  in¬ 
volvement,  given  its  responsibility  for  in¬ 
ternational  peace  and  security,  the 
United  Nations  should  clearly  be  con¬ 
cerned  about  the  conflict  in  Vietnam.  It 
was  with  this  thought  in  mind  that  in 
San  Francisco  on  June  25,  1965,  at  the 
celebration  of  the  20th  anniversary  of 
the  United  Nations,  I  urged  United  Na¬ 
tions  members,  individually  and  collec¬ 
tively,  to  use  their  influence  to  bring  to 
the  negotiating  table  all  governments  in¬ 
volved  in  an  attempt  to  halt  all  aggres¬ 
sion  and  evolve  a  peaceful  solution.  I 
also  wrote  the  Secretary  General  the 
following  month  saying  how  much  I  ap¬ 
preciated  his  efforts  to  remove  the  Viet¬ 
nam  dispute  from  the  battlefield  to  the 
negotiating  table  and  expressed  the  hope 
they  would  be  continued.  The  Secre¬ 
tary  General  replied  by  expressing  his 
determination  to  pursue  such  efforts  by 
all  means  at  his  disposal. 

Elsewhere  in  the  world  during  1964  the 
lited  Nations  continued  to  maintain 
several  active  peacekeeping  operations 
Unused  Nations  peacekeepers  continued 
to  police  the  Sinai  and  Gaza  lines.  The 
UniteaSNations  also  supervised  thtebor- 
ders  betWeen  Israel  and  its  Arab/neigh- 
bors,  and\he  truce  line  in  Kashmir  be¬ 
tween  Indiskand  Pakistan. 

During  1904  the  United  Nations  ended 
its  military — but  not  its  civilian — opera¬ 
tion  in  the  Corny)  and  it^r  observer  mis¬ 
sion  in  Yemen. 

On  the  economic'frodt,  the  United  Na¬ 
tions  Conference  oiyFrade  and  Develop¬ 
ment — UNCTAD— -during  the  summer  of 
1964  was  unquestionablyythe  most  signif¬ 
icant  development  of  the  year.  It  opened 
a  search  by  tile  developing  nations  for 
trading  and/financial  arrangements  de¬ 
signed  to  Accelerate  their  development. 
Machines  was  established  to ''carry  on 
the  dialog  within  the  United  'Nations 
anions'  developed  and  less-devWoped 
countiies  concerning  international  Vade 
a  net related  questions  of  development\A 
ifoeful  sign  was  the  adoption  by  U1 
'TAD  of  a  system  of  mutual  adjustmeni 
and  conciliation  designed  to  achieve  a 
meeting  of  minds  before  arriving  at  de¬ 
cisions  on  important  matters. 

The  record  of  operations  of  United  Na¬ 
tions  Specialized  Agencies  in  the  eco¬ 
nomic  and  social  fields  was  impressive. 

The  World  Bank  and  its  affiliates — the 
International  Development  Association 
and  the  International  Finance  Corpora¬ 
tion — made  loans,  credits,  and  invest¬ 
ments  totaling  over  $1  billion. 

The  World  Health  Organization 
spurred  important  advances  in  the 
worldwide  campaigns  to  eradicate  ma¬ 
laria  and  smallpox  and  in  the  field  of 
epidemiology. 

The  World  Meteorological  Organiza¬ 
tion  moved  ahead  toward  a  projected 
World  Weather  Watch — a  worldwide  co¬ 
operative  venture  to  improve  man’s  abil¬ 
ity  to  predict  the  course  of  the  weather. 

The  Food  and  Agriculture  Organiza¬ 
tion  dispatched  about  1,000  technical  ex¬ 
perts  to  member  countries  to  assist  in 
agricultural  productivity,  pest  control. 


animal  health,  and  rural  community  de¬ 
velopment. 

As  science  and  technology  develop, 
there  will  be  new  opportunities  for  inter¬ 
national  cooperation  and  common  un¬ 
dertakings  to  serve  mankind.  On  Octo¬ 
ber  2,  1964,  I  proclaimed  1965  Interna¬ 
tional  Cooperation  Year  (ICY)  in  the 
United  States.  To  implement  our  na¬ 
tional  program  for  ICY,  on  November  24, 
1964,  I  named  a  Cabinet  Committee  for 
International  Cooperation  Year  (1965) 
and  called  on  our  national  citizens’  or¬ 
ganizations  to  help  find  new  areas  for 
common  endeavor  /against  the  ancient 
enemies  of  mankind — ignorance,  poverty, 
and  disease.  Every  such  enterprise  helps 
in  some  small  way  to  strengthen  the  fab¬ 
ric  of  peace./ As  I  said  at  that  time — 
the  quest  for  peace  through  cooperation 
is  the  “assignment  of  the  century.” 

In  transmitting  this  report,  I  should 
like  to /add  a  more  general  observation 
about/our  policy  toward  the  United  Na¬ 
tion/  Every  President  since  the  found¬ 
ing  of  the  United  Nations  has  expressed 
le  deep  commitment  of  this  Nation  to 
''the  purposes  of  the  Organization.  This 
commitment  has  been  expressed  in  our 
dedication  to  the  purposes  of  the  charter 
and  in  our  participation  in  the  entire 
range  of  United  Nations  operations  de¬ 
scribed  in  this  report. 

I  reaffirmed  our  dedication  on  the  oc¬ 
casion  of  the  20th  anniversary  of  the 
United  Nations  at  San  Francisco  on  June 
25, 1965,  when  I  said : 

I  come  to  this  anniversary  not  to  speak 
of  futility  or  failure  nor  of  doubt  and  de¬ 
spair.  I  come  to  raise  a  voice  of  confidence 
in  both  the  future  of  these  United  Nations 
and  the  fate  of  the  human  race. 

And  let  all  remember — and  none  forget — - 
that  now  more  than  50  times  in  these  20 
years  the  United  Nations  has  acted  to  keep 
the  peace. 

By  persuading  nations  to  justify  their  own 
conduct  before  all  countries,  it  has  helped, 
at  many  times  and  in  many  places,  to  soften 
the  harshness  of  man  to  his  fellow  man. 

By  confronting  the  rich  with  the  misery 
of  the  poor  and  the  privileged  with  the 
despair  of  the  oppressed,  it  has  removed  the 
excuse  of  ignorance,  unmasked  the  evil  of 
indifference,  and  has  placed  an  insistent, 
even  though  still  unfulfilled,  responsibility 
^upon  the  more  fortunate  of  the  earth. 

By  insisting  upon  the  political  dignity 
oKman,  it  has  welcomed  63  nations  to  take 
their  places  alongside  the  51  original  mem- 
bersVa  historical  development  of  dramatic 
impom  achieved  mainly  through  peaceful 
means. 

And  bXbinding  countries  together  in  the 
great  declarations  of  the  charter,  it  has 
given  those \)rinciples  a  strengthened  vital¬ 
ity  in  the  conduct  of  the  affairs  of  man. 

The  record  of  our  participation  in  the 
United  NationsXlor  1964 — set  forth  in 
this  report — documents  the  deeds  that 
support  these  words 

London  B.  Johnson. 
The  White  House,  lUfirch  1,  1966.  _ 

DOMESTIC  HEALTH  AND  EDUCA¬ 
TION-MESSAGE  FROM  THE  PRES¬ 
IDENT  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES 
(H.  DOC.  NO.  395) 

The  SPEAKER  laid  before  the  House 
the  following  message  from  the  Presi¬ 
dent  of  the  United  States;  which  was 
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read  and  referred  to  the  Committee  of 
the  Whole  House  on  the  State  of  the 
Union  and  ordered  to  be  printed: 

To  the  Congress  of  the  United  States: 

A  nation’s  greatness  is  measured  by  its 
concern  for  the  health  and  welfare  of  its 
people.  Throughout  the  history  of  our 
democracy,  this  commitment  has  grown 
and  deepened. 

The  education  of  our  people  is  a  na¬ 
tional  investment.  The  health  of  our 
people  is  essential  to  the  pursuit  of  hap¬ 
piness. 

Today  we  can  set  ambitious  goals  for 
the  future:  Full  education  for  every  citi¬ 
zen  to  the  limits  of  his  capacity  to  ab¬ 
sorb  it;  good  health  for  every  citizen  to 
the  limits  of  our  country’s  capacity  to 
provide  it. 

The  88th  and  89th  Congresses  have 
moved  toward  these  goals. 

During  the  past  3  sessions.  Congress 
has  enacted  20  landmark  measures  in 
health  and  19  in  education;  doubled 
the  appropriations  for  health  programs 
and  increased  the  budget  for  our  Office 
of  Education  more  than  fivefold. 

The  achievements  of  the  past  3  years 
promise  a  dramatic  enrichment  of  Amer¬ 
ican  life.  They  already  include  in  the 
field  of  health: 

1.  The  medicare  program  which,  on 
July  1,  will  make  benefits  available  to 
more  than  19  million  older  Americans. 

2.  Health  services  for  more  than  200,- 
000  migrant  workers  in  34  States. 

3.  Maternal  and  infant  care  for  moth¬ 
ers  and  children  previously  receiving  in¬ 
adequate  services. 

4.  Expanded  services  for  crippled 
children. 

5.  Thirty-two  new  clinics  for  retarded 
children. 

6.  Construction  assistance  for  1,300 
hospital  and  health  facilities  to  add  more 
than  56,000  new  hospital  beds. 

7.  Financial  support  for  more  than 
16,000  medical  research  projects  and  ad¬ 
vanced  training  for  25,000  scientists. 

8.  Construction  starts  for  62  institu¬ 
tions  to  enroll  more  than  2,400  addi¬ 
tional  students  each  year  for  training  in 
the  health  professions. 

Our  achievements  in  education  are 
equally  impressive.  Among  them  are: 

1.  Funds  to  improve  educational  op¬ 
portunities  for  nearly  7.5  million  under¬ 
privileged  children  in  20,000  school  dis¬ 
tricts. 

2.  Summer  Headstart  programs  for 
560,000  preschool  children  in  13,350  com¬ 
munity  education  projects  and  year- 
round  programs  for  120,000  children. 

3.  Textbooks  and  other  learning  ma¬ 
terials  for  more  than  40  million  children 
in  every  State. 

4.  College  work-study  programs  for 
more  than  110,000  needy  college  students. 

5.  Construction  aid  for  1,300  institu¬ 
tions  of  higher  learning — including  new 
classrooms,  laboratories,  and  libraries. 

6.  Twelve  million  books  to  improve 
public  libraries  and  training  programs 
for  more  than  400  librarians. 

HEALTH 

With  these  programs  and  those  I  am 
recommending  today,  we  can  move  closer 
to  attainment  of  our  goals: 


To  bring  every  child  the  care  he  needs 
to  develop  his  capacity  to  the  fullest. 

To  reduce  infant  mortality,  concen¬ 
trating  particularly  on  those  minority 
groups  whose  death  rate  is  highest. 

To  eradicate  major  communicable  dis¬ 
eases  as  a  threat  to  life  and  health  in  the 
United  States. 

To  reduce  the  burden  of  mental  illness, 
and  mental  retardation. 

To  cut  the  toll  of  the  three  great  kill¬ 
ers — heart  disease,  cancer,  and  stroke. 

The  health  budget  which  I  have  pro¬ 
posed  for  fiscal  year  1967  is  $4.67  bil¬ 
lion — an  increase  of  almost  $1  billion. 
In  addition  more  than  $3  billion  in  social 
security  trust  funds  will  be  spent  under 
medicare  to  assist  our  older  citizens. 

Funds  for  health  manpower,  facilities 
and  services  are  up  $707  million.  Funds 
for  environmental  activities  and  con¬ 
sumer  protection  are  up  $158  million. 
Funds  for  health  research  activities  are 
up  $78  million. 

To  insure  continuing  progress,  we 
must — 

Improve  the  administration  of  Federal 
health  activities; 

Develop  comprehensive  health  plan¬ 
ning  and  services  on  the  State  and  com¬ 
munity  level; 

Strengthen  our  system  of  health  care; 

Train  needed  health  workers; 

Increase  our  research  efforts; 

Take  additional  steps  to  meet  special 
health  problems. 

i 

TO  IMPROVE  ADMINISTRATION  OF  FEDERAL 
HEALTH  SERVICES 

Our  first  concern  must  be  the  efficient 
and  effective  administration  of  the  Fed¬ 
eral  health  programs. 

Over  the  last  12  years  the  budget  of 
the  Public  Health  Service  for  research, 
training,  and  services  has  grown  almost 
tenfold — from  $250  million  to  $2.4  bil¬ 
lion.  Yet  major  elements  of  the  basic 
structure  of  the  Public  Health  Service 
remain  set  by  a  law  that  is  more  than  20 
years  old. 

The  Secretary  of  Health,  Education, 
and  Welfare  and  the  Surgeon  General 
of  the  United  States  have  consulted  lead¬ 
ing  experts — physicians,  administrators, 
scientists,  and  public  health  specialists — 
in  a  thorough  search  for  the  best  means 
to  improve  the  administration  of  Federal 
health  programs.  They  all  agree  that 
the  need  to  modernize  the  administra¬ 
tion  of  the  Public  Health  Service  is  ur¬ 
gent. 

To  fulfill  that  need,  I  will  shortly  sub¬ 
mit  to  Congress  a  proposed  reorganiza¬ 
tion  of  the  health  functions  of  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Health,  Education,  and  Wel¬ 
fare. 

The  ultimate  success  of  Federal  health 
programs  depends  on  the  men  and 
women  who  direct  them.  At  present,  the 
personnel  system  of  the  Public  Health 
Service  is  inadequate  to  recruit  and  re¬ 
tain  the  talent  needed  for  its  rapidly 
changing  and  expanding  role. 

I  will  recommend  legislation  to  im¬ 
prove  the  personnel  system  of  the  Public 
Health  Service. 

This  legislation  will  promote  career  de¬ 
velopment,  encourage  more  flexible  use 
of  health  workers,  provide  them  with 


broader  opportunities,  stimulate  higher 
standards  of  performance. 

ii 

TO  DEVELOP  COMPREHENSIVE  HEALTH  PLANNING 

AND  SERVICES  ON  THE  STATE  AND  COMMUNITY 

LEVEL 

The  focus  of  our  efforts  is  the  individ¬ 
ual  and  his  family,  living  in  their  own 
community.  To  meet  their  health  needs 
requires  the  cooperation  of  many  agen¬ 
cies,  institutions,  and  experts — of  State 
and  local  government,  of  doctors,  nurses, 
and  paramedical  personel. 

These  are  the  frontline  fighters  in  our 
battle  against  disease,  disability,  and 
death.  As  in  military  battle,  a  winning 
strategy  demands  wise  and  well-planned 
use  of  manpower.  It  demands  coordi¬ 
nated  use  of  all  the  resources  available. 

I  recommend  to  Congress  a  program  of 
grants  to  enable  States  and  communities 
to  plan  the  better  use  of  manpower,  facil¬ 
ities,  and  financial  resources  for  compre¬ 
hensive  health  services. 

At  present,  the  Federal  Government 
offers  the  States  formula  grants  for 
categorical  programs  dealing  with  spe¬ 
cific  diseases.  This  leads  to  an  unneces¬ 
sarily  rigid  and  compartmentalized  ap¬ 
proach  to  health  problems. 

Our  purpose  must  be  to  help  redirect 
and  reform  fragmented  programs  which 
encourage  inefficiency  and  confusion  and 
fail  to  meet  the  total  health  needs  of 
our  citizens. 

I  recommend  a  program  to  initiate  new 
State  formula  grants  for  comprehensive 
public  health  services.  This  program 
would  begin  in  fiscal  1968. 

At  the  same  time,  we  must  recognize 
that  special  health  problems  occur  in 
some  parts  of  our  Nation  and  not  in 
others.  Certain  diseases,  such  as  tuber¬ 
culosis  and  venereal  disease,  are  con¬ 
centrated  in  metropolitan  communities. 
Others,  such  as  rabies  and  parasitic  dis¬ 
eases,  are  prevalent  in  certain  geographic 
areas. 

Resources  to  serve  health  needs  are 
not  evenly  distributed  throughout  the 
Nation.  Special  problems  arise  in  re¬ 
mote  rural  areas  and  in  the  city  slums. 
We  need  greater  flexibility  to  pinpoint 
our  attack. 

To  make  certain  we  have  that  flexibil¬ 
ity,  I  recommend  a  program,  to  com¬ 
mence  in  fiscal  1968,  of  grants  to  States, 
communities,  medical  schools,  and  hos¬ 
pitals  to  meet  special  health  problems. 
-  in 

TO  STRENGTHEN  OUR  SYSTEM  OF  HEALTH  CARE 

The  Hill-Burton  program  for  hospital 
construction  is  an  outstanding  example 
of  creative  federalism  in  action.  Now  in 
its  19th  year,  this  Federal-State-local 
partnership  has  added  more  than  300,000 
hospital  and  nursing  home  beds  to  our 
Nation  and  more  than  2,000  other  health 
facilities  in  areas  of  great  need. 

My  budget  requests  the  full  authoriza¬ 
tion  of  $270  million  for  facilities  con¬ 
struction  under  the  Hill-Burton  Act. 

Medical  advances  demand  new  equip¬ 
ment  and  up-to-date  laboratories.  In¬ 
tensive  care  units,  as  well  as  ambulatory 
and  extended  care  facilities,  require 
changes  in  the  structure  and  function  of 
aging  hospitals,  particularly  in  urban 
areas. 
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General  hospitals  containing  260,000 
beds — one-third  of  our  Nation’s — are 
now  in  obsolete  condition. 

When  medicare  becomes  operative  this 
July,  the  pressure  on  many  hospitals  will 
grow  even  more  intense. 

To  begin  to  meet  this  urgent  need,  I 
recommend  legislation  to  mobilize  public 
and  private  resources  to  revitalize  our 
obsolete  hospitals.  This  will  require  a 
loan  and  grant  program  to  assist  in  the 
long-term  financing  of  hospital  renewal 
projects. 

The  need  for  modernization  goes 
beyond  the  bricks  and  mortar  of  con¬ 
struction.  We  must  find  new  ways  to 
lower  the  cost  and  raise  the  quality  of 
health  care,  to  organize  health  services 
more  efficiently,  to  develop  information 
systems.  It  will  take  the  combined  ef¬ 
forts  of  university,  hospital,  industry, 
group  practice  clinics,  and  many  other 
organizations. 

I  am  directing  the  Secretary  of  Health, 
Education,  and  Welfare  to  conduct  sys¬ 
tems  analyses  and  other  studies  to  deter¬ 
mine  the  most  effective  means  of  bring¬ 
ing  high-quality  medical  services  to  all 
the  people  at  the  lowest  cost. 

I  also  propose  a  5-year  program  of 
grants  for  research  and  demonstration 
projects  in  the  organization,  financing, 
utilization,  and  delivery  of  health  serv¬ 
ices. 

As  medical  practice  becomes  more 
complex,  specialization  becomes  more 
common.  The  number  of  general  practi¬ 
tioners  is  declining — 66,000  today  com¬ 
pared  to  95,000  15  years  ago.  In  1950, 
there  was  1  family  physician  for  every 
1,600  Americans.  Today  2,900  Ameri¬ 
cans  must  depend  on  1  family  doctor. 

Group  practice  benefits  both  physi¬ 
cians  and  patients.  It  makes  expert 
health  care  more  accessible  for  the 
patient.  It  enables  the  physician  to 
draw  on  the  combined  talents  of  his  col¬ 
leagues. 

High  initial  capital  requirements  and 
a  shortage  of  long-term  financing  have 
restricted  the  development  of  this  form 
of  medical  and  dental  practice. 

I  recommend  that  the  Congress  con¬ 
sider  legislation  now  pending  making 
mortgage  insurance  available  for  group 
practice  facilities. 

The  first  session  of  this  Congress  has 
liberated  our  citizens  from  the  haunting 
fear  of  an  inability  to  meet  the  cost  of 
medical  care  in  their  later  years.  This 
landmark  legislation  assures  that  com¬ 
munity  hospitals,  physicians,  and  others 
who  provide  for  their  health  will  be  paid 
the  reasonable  cost  and  customary 
charges  for  such  services.  I  propose  that 
this  same  principle  be  extended  to  the 
care  of  patients  in  our  own  Federal  hos¬ 
pitals  and  I  recommend  legislation  to 
permit  the  reimbursement  of  these  hos¬ 
pitals  in  the  same  manner. 

rv 

TO  TRAIN  NEEDED  HEALTH  WORKERS 

Trained  men  and  women  continue  to 
be  in  critically  short  supply  in  the  field  of 
health.  Congress  has  already  acted  to 
help  meet  that  need  by  enacting — 

The  Health  Professions  Educational 
Assistance  Act  to  provide  assistance  to 
both  schools  and  students ; 


The  Nurse  Training  Act  to  provide 
Federal  aid  to  increase  the  supply  of 
professional  nurses;  and 

The  Vocational  Education  Act  to  pro¬ 
vide  for  training  of  practical  nurses  and 
other  health  workers. 

But  critical  specialties  remain  dan¬ 
gerously  understaffed — medical  technol¬ 
ogists,  biomedical  engineers,  dental  hy¬ 
gienists,  and  other  college-trained 
health  workers. 

These  personnel,  allied  with  doctors, 
dentists,  and  nurses,  constitute  the  mod¬ 
ern  health  care  team.  They  extend  the 
reach  and  the  scope  of  the  physician. 

I  recommend  a  3-year  program  to 
provide  grants  for  training  in  allied 
health  professions:  to  construct  and  to 
improve  needed  educational  facilities; 
to  offer  fellowships  for  students  in  ad¬ 
vanced  training;  and  to  stimulate  insti¬ 
tutions  to  develop  new  types  of  health 
personnel. 

Last  year,  in  the  Higher  Education 
Act  of  1965,  Congress  enlisted  the  re¬ 
sources  of  our  private  banking  commu¬ 
nity  to  make  low-interest  student  loans. 
By  this  means,  greatly  increased  finan¬ 
cial  assistance  can  be  provided  at  mini¬ 
mal  cost. 

I  recommend  legislation  to  convert 
the  health  professions  student  loan 
program  to  privately  financed  and  fed¬ 
erally  subsidized  loans  for  students  in 
the  health  professions. 

v 

TO  ADVANCE  RESEARCH 

Over  the  past  10  years,  Congress  has 
increased  the  budget  for  health  research 
thirteenfold.  The  dividends  from  this 
investment  are  incalculable.  Miracu¬ 
lous  progress  in  medical  discovery  is  mak¬ 
ing  possible; 

Development  of  support  devices  for 
the  failing  heart — and  even  replacement 
of  a  human  heart  by  an  artificial  organ ; 

Advances  toward  the  cure  of  cancers 
such  as  childhood  leukemia  and  Hodg¬ 
kin’s  disease; 

Development  of  a  less  expensive  and 
more  efficient  treatment  for  kidney  fail¬ 
ure; 

Isolation  of  viruses  causing  respira¬ 
tory  infections  and  production  of  vac¬ 
cines  to  immunize  against  them. 

My  fiscal  1967  budget  provides  in¬ 
creased  funds  for  health  research.  If 
research  makes  major  new  break¬ 
throughs  in  lifesaving  discoveries,  I  will 
submit  requests  for  necessary  additional 
funds.  My  overall  budget  provides  for 
this  contingency. 

VI 

TO  MEET  SPECIAL  HEALTH  PROBLEMS 
1.  MENTAL  RETARDATION 

We  have  begun  to  ease  the  tragic  bur¬ 
den  of  the  mentally  retarded  and  their 
families.  By  construction  of  research 
and  service  facilities,  and  by  support  of 
State  programs,  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  helps  combat  this  dread  handicap. 

We  shall  continue  our  increasing  at¬ 
tack  on  this  problem.  It  deserves  the 
concern  and  attention  of  our  most  able 
specialists.  Therefore,  I  intend  to  ap¬ 
point  a  Committee  on  Mental  Retarda¬ 
tion  to  assess  our  progress,  to  seek  out 
new  and  better  ways  to  cope  with  this 


terrible  disability,  and  to  recommend  a 
long-range  and  comprehensive  plan  of 
action. 

2.  NUTRITION  FOR  THE  NEEDY 

It  is  hard  to  teach  a  hungry  child. 
This  fact,  known  to  parents  and  teach¬ 
ers  alike,  underlies  the  school  lunch  pro¬ 
gram  throughout  the  Nation. 

This  year  18  million  schoolchildren 
will  enjoy  lunches  prepared  and  served 
in  their  schools  under  this  program.  Yet 
too  many  children  still  fail  to  get  a  good 
lunch  even  though  the  cost  is  low.  Some 
cannot  afford  the  25-  to  35-cent  lunch 
charge.  Others  in  low-income  districts 
go  to  schools  which  lack  lunch  facilities. 

Demonstration  programs  conducted  in 
poverty  areas  in  Colorado  and  North 
Carolina  provided  lunches  this  year  at 
sharply  reduced  rates.  The  results  were 
amazing.  Virtually  all  the  children  pur¬ 
chased  the  school  lunch — less  than  one- 
third  had  done  so  before.  The  children 
were  more  alert  and  interested  in  learn¬ 
ing.  The  absentee  rate  fell  by  as  much 
as  37  percent.  School  dropouts  were  re¬ 
duced. 

Too  little  of  the  Federal  assistance  in 
the  school  lunch  program  has  been  di¬ 
rected  toward  children  who  need  it  most. 
Too  much  of  our  subsidy,  particularly 
in  the  special  milk  program,  goes  to 
children  who  already  get  a  federally  sup¬ 
ported  school  lunch,  including  milk,  and 
whose  parents  can  afford  to  pay  for  addi¬ 
tional  milk. 

I  am  submitting  to  the  Congress  the 
Child  Nutrition  Act  of  1966  to  redirect 
our  efforts  to  provide  food  to  those  who 
need  it  most.  The  act  will — 

Extend  the  school  lunch  program  to 
more  needy  children  and  give  greater 
flexibility  in  providing  low  cost  or  no 
cost  meals; 

Assist  schools  serving  low-income  dis¬ 
tricts  to  acquire  kitchen  and  lunchroom 
facilities ; 

Provide  pilot  school  breakfast  pro¬ 
grams  for  those  children  who  start  the 
day  hungry; 

Direct  the  special  milk  program  to 
those  schools  without  food  service,  to 
schools  serving  children  from  low-in¬ 
come  families,  and  to  needy  schoolchil¬ 
dren  at  whatever  school  they  attend; 

Start  demonstration  summer  programs 
to  pi'ovide  food  service  for  needy  chil¬ 
dren  at  child-care  centers  and  play¬ 
grounds; 

Help  State  educational  agencies 
strengthen  their  staffs  to  improve  child 
nutrition  programs. 

I  am  requesting  $50  million  from  the 
Congress  for  programs  designed  to  pro¬ 
vide  adequate  nutrition  for  disadvan¬ 
taged  children.  This  money  is  an  addi¬ 
tion  to  the  $329  million  in  cash  and 
commodities  already  included  in  the 
budget  for  school  nutrition  programs. 
The  total  Federal  programs  of  $379  mil¬ 
lion  is  a  major  redirection  of  our  child 
nutrition  efforts  to  children  who  other¬ 
wise  would  grow  up  hungry,  suffer  the 
diseases  that  come  from  being  ill- 
nourished,  and  lack  the  energy  so  essen¬ 
tial  to  learning. 

No  child  in  an  affluent  America  should 
be  without  an  adequate  diet.  The  new 
program  will  move  us  far  toward  that 
goal.  But  it  will  not  do  the  job  alone. 
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I  am  directing  the  Secretary  of  Health, 
Education,  and  Welfare,  in  cooperation 
with  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  and  the 
Director  of  the  Office  of  Economic  Op¬ 
portunity,  to  examine  means  by  which 
the  benefits  of  sound  nutrition  can  be 
extended  to  every  child  who  needs  our 
help. 

We  now  know  that  among  elderly 
Americans,  a  poor  diet  is  a  root  cause 
of  poor  health.  It  adds  to  the  burden 
of  our  hospitals  and  health  manpower. 
It  contributes  unnecessary  misery  to  the 
burdens  of  old  age. 

I  have  directed  the  Secretary  of 
Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  to  initi¬ 
ate  a  special  food  service  program  at 
multipurpose  centers  authorized  by  the 
Older  Americans  Act  of  1965.  Local 
organizations  will  be  able  to  offer  bal¬ 
anced,  nutritious  meals  to  the  elderly — 
without  charge  or  at  reduced  prices  to 
those  who  are  in  need. 

3.  ALCOHOLISM 

The  alcoholic  suffers  from  a  disease 
which  will  yield  eventually  to  scientific 
research  and  adequate  treatment.  Even 
with  the  present  limited  state  of  our 
knowledge,  much  can  be  done  to  reduce 
the  untold  suffering  and  uncounted 
waste  caused  by  this  affliction. 

I  have  instructed  the  Secretary  of 
Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  to — 

Appoint  an  Advisory  Committee  on 
Alcoholism; 

Establish  in  the  Public  Health  Service 
a  center  for  research  on  the  cause,  pre¬ 
vention,  control,  and  treatment  of  alco¬ 
holism  ; 

Develop  an  education  program  in 
order  to  foster  public  understanding 
based  on  scientific  fact; 

Work  with  public  and  private  agencies 
on  the  State  and  local  level  include  this 
disease  in  comprehensive  health  pro¬ 
grams. 

4.  FAMILY  PLANNING 

We  have  a  growing  concern  to  foster 
the  integrity  of  the  family,  and  the  op¬ 
portunity  for  each  child.  It  is  essential 
that  all  families  have  access  to  infor¬ 
mation  and  services  that  will  allow  free¬ 
dom  to  choose  the  number  and  spacing 
of  their  children  within  the  dictates  of 
individual  conscience.  g 

In  the  fiscal  1967  budget,  I  have  re* 
quested  a  sizable  increase  in  funds  avail¬ 
able  for  research,  training,  and  services 
in  this  field.  The  National  Institute  of 
Child  Health  and  Human  Development 
will  expand  its  own  research  and  its 
grant  program  to  study  human  reproduc¬ 
tion.  The  Children’s  Bureau  and  the 
Office  of  Economic  Opportunity  will  sup¬ 
port  family  planning  to  the  maternal 
and  infant  care  programs  in  local  com¬ 
munities  when  requested.  State  agencies 
will  be  aided  by  Federal  welfare  funds 
to  provide  family  planning  services  to 
mothers. 

EDUCATION 

I  have  proposed  a  total  Federal  invest¬ 
ment  in  education  and  training  during 
the  coming  year  in  excess  of  $10  billion — 
a  threefold  increase  since  1961. 

Our  education  programs  must  be  ad¬ 
ministered  wisely  and  well.  Shortly 
after  passage  of  the  Elementary  and 
Secondary  Education  Act  of  1965,  I  di¬ 


rected  that  the  Office  of  Education  be 
reorganized  to  carry  out  its  expanded  re¬ 
sponsibilities  more  effectively  and  effi¬ 
ciently.  This  reorganization  has  now 
been  completed. 

In  addition,  we  established  the  new 
post  of  Assistant  Secretary  for  Educa¬ 
tion  in'  the  Department  of  Health,  Edu¬ 
cation,  and  Welfare  to  strengthen  pro¬ 
gram  coordination  throughout  the  Gov¬ 
ernment. 

The  Congress  has  already  put  this  Na¬ 
tion  on  the  path  toward  the  achievement 
of  goals  to: 

1.  Extend  special  educational  help  to 
12  million  disadvantaged  and  handi¬ 
capped  children; 

2.  Eliminate  illiteracy  within  a  dec¬ 
ade; 

3.  Bring  public  library  services  to  15 
million  more  Americans ; 

4.  Reduce  by  half  the  rate  of  high 
school  dropouts  over  the  next  5  years; 

5.  Guarantee  the  opportunity  for  edu¬ 
cation  beyond  high  school  on  the  basis 
of  ability  to  learn,  rather  than  ability  to 
pay; 

6.  Provide  college  buildings  and  facili¬ 
ties  to  meet  the  needs  of  9  million  stu¬ 
dents  expected  by  1975. 

Full  educational  opportunity  for  every 
citizen  requires  that  we  build  on  the  be¬ 
ginnings  we  have  already  made.  I  rec¬ 
ommend  measures — 

To  expand  the  Headstart  program  for 
preschool  children; 

To  strengthen  the  Elementary  and 
Secondary  Education  Act  of  1965; 

To  expand  Federal  assistance  to  higher 
education; 

To  improve  the  Nation’s  libraries. 

i 

TO  EXPAND  THE  HEADSTART  PROGRAM  FOR 
PRESCHOOL  CHILDREN 

Few  programs  have  had  the  visible 
success  of  Operation  Headstart.  The 
disadvantaged  children  who  have  bene¬ 
fited  from  this  program  are  already  en¬ 
tering  first  grade — with  new  confidence 
in  themselves  and  greater  eagerness  to 
learn. 

I  have  requested  funds  almost  to  dou¬ 
ble  the  Headstart  program  during  the 
coming  year  to  insure  full  year  programs 
for  210,000  children,  and  summer  pro¬ 
grams  for  500,000  children. 

This  marks  a  significant  step  in  pro¬ 
viding  greatly  expanded  preschool  as¬ 
sistance  for  5 -year-olds  from  disadvan¬ 
taged  homes,  and  summer  nursery  pro¬ 
grams  for  3-  and  4-year-olds. 

ii 

TO  STRENGTHEN  THE  ELEMENTARY  AND 
SECONDARY  EDUCATION  ACT  OF  1965 

Though  funded  only  4  months  ago,  the 
Elementary  and  Secondary  Education 
Act  of  1965  has  already  begun  to  bring  its 
benefits  to  the  Nation ; 

Special  help  is  being  provided  the  dis¬ 
advantaged — remedial  teaching,  health 
and  food  services,  augmented  teaching* 
and  counseling  staffs. 

More  books — interesting-  and  up  to 
date — have  begun  to  appear  on  school 
library  shelves. 

New  approaches  to  old  problems  are 
being  tried;  instruction  for  the  student 
extends  beyond  the  classroom — to  mu¬ 
seums,  hospitals,  factories. 
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Regional  education  laboratories  are 
being  developed  to  stimulate  new  tech¬ 
niques  of  teaching  and  learning  in  our 
schools. 

State  educational  agencies  are 
strengthening  their  staffs  and  assuming 
greater  responsibilities. 

Educational  deprivation  cannot  be 
overcome  in  a  year.  And  quality  cannot 
be  achieved  overnight. 

I  propose  that  the  Elementary  and 
Secondary  Education  Act  be  extended  for 
4  years. 

My  budget  includes  increased  funds 
for  each  title  of  the  act. 

In  addition,  I  propose  that  coverage  of 
the  act  be  enlarged  to  raise  from  $2,000 
to  $3,000  the  family  income  formula  for 
allocating  aid  for  education  of  the  dis¬ 
advantaged  commencing  in  fiscal  1968; 
and  to  earmark  additional  funds  for  chil¬ 
dren  of  American  Indians  and  migrant 
workers. 

Careful  study  of  the  “incentive  grant” 
provision  of  title  I  shows  that  payments 
would  be  made  to  many  districts  un¬ 
related  to  need. 

I  therefore  recommend  repeal  of  the 
“incentive  grant”  provision  of  title  I  in 
order  to  focus  Federal  aid  on  basic  grants 
to  more  than  20,000  local  school  districts. 

Too  many  schools  in  urban  and  rural 
slums  are  ancient  and  in  disrepair.  Ob¬ 
solete  schools  aggravate  the  problem  of 
eliminating  de  facto  segregation  in  our 
northern  communities,  thus  depriving 
children  of  full  educational  opportuni¬ 
ties. 

There  is  a  pressing  need  for  long- 
range,  communitywide  planning  to  bring 
innovation  and  imagination  in  school 
construction. 

I  propose  that  $5  million  be  added  to 
title  III  to  help  communities  in  planning 
school  construction  to  encourage  inno¬ 
vation  and  to  deal  with  obsolescence, 
overcrowding,  and  special  problems  such 
as  de  facto  segregation. 

A  recently  completed  study  of  the  fed¬ 
erally  impacted  area  program,  requested 
by  Congress,  has  concluded  that  certain 
provisions  should  be  revised. 

I  recommend  revision  of  the  existing 
law  to  require  school  districts  to  absorb 
a  uniform  and  fair  share  of  the  burden 
of  educating  children  in  federally  af¬ 
fected  districts;  to  base  payments  on 
school  expenditures  in  local  districts 
rather  than  on  National  or  State  average 
per-pupil  cost;  to  eliminate  eligibility  for 
Federal  impacted  area  assistance  in 
those  cases  where  Government  property 
is  leased  to  private  enterprises  that  pay 
local  taxes. 

IH 

HIGHER  EDUCATION 

Today,  young  people  are  seeking  ad¬ 
vanced  learning  in  greater  numbers  than 
ever  before.  One  million  four  hundred 
and  thirty  thousand  new  students  will 
enter  our  colleges  next  September — more 
than  the  total  enrollment  only  20  years 
ago. 

Our  colleges  and  universities  must  keep 
pace  with  this  growing  influx  of  young 
Americans.  And  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  must  be  prepared  to  continue  its 
assistance. 
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I  recommend  extension  of  the  Higher 
Education  Facilities  Act  for  3  more  years, 
with  authorization  of  $458  million  for 
construction  grants  for  fiscal  1967. 

In  a  society  that  is  growing  more  com¬ 
plex,  advanced  training  is  essential.  Six 
hundred  and  forty  thousand  students  will 
enroll  in  universities  and  institutions 
across  the  Nation  at  the  post  graduate 
level  next  fall.  This  number  will  grow 
by  another  quarter  million  in  the  next 
5  years. 

I  recommend  that  the  grant  program 
for  graduate  facilities  be  continued,  and 
I  propose  that  $200  million  be  made 
available  for  loans  to  build  both  under¬ 
graduate  and  graduate  facilities. 

In  addition,  I  will  soon  send  to  Con¬ 
gress  legislation  to  permit  more  effective 
use  of  Federal  resources  in  certain  loan 
programs  by  applying  credit  from  pri¬ 
vate  financial  institutions.  This  will 
make  possible  an  additional  $100  mil¬ 
lion  for  academic  facility  loans  in  fiscal 
1967. 

One  out  of  every  four  of  our  institu¬ 
tions  of  higher  learning  is  not  good 
enough  to  get  accreditation.  Congress 
recognized  this  need  last  year  by  provid¬ 
ing  assistance  to  developing  colleges. 

I  recommend  that  title  III  of  the 
Higher  Education  Act  of  1965  be  contin¬ 
ued  for  2  years,  with  its  authorization 
increased  from  $5  million  to  $30  million 
next  year. 

By  June,  890,000  students  at  1,700  in¬ 
stitutions  will  have  borrowed  $800  mil¬ 
lion  to  invest  in  college  education  under 
the  student  loan  program  of  the  Na¬ 
tional  Defense  Education  Act.  Last 
year.  Congress  expanded  the  opportunity 
for  student  loans  by  establishing  a  sub¬ 
sidized  program  through  the  Nation’s 
private  banking  system.  Together  with 
opportunity  grants  and  the  work-study 
program,  there  now  exists  a  wide  range 
of  student  assistance  programs  to  help 
finance  higher  education. 

To  increase  loan  funds  available  to 
students  who  want  college  educations,  I 
recommend  the  conversion  of  the  direct 
loan  program  to  a  program  in  which 
loans  will  be  made  from  funds  provided 
by  the  private  capital  market,  with  the 
Government  subsidizing  these  loans. 
The  teacher  “forgiveness”  features  for 
students  eligible  under  the  national  de¬ 
fense  education  program  will  be  re¬ 
tained. 

I  am  proposing  an  orderly  transition 
to  the  new  student  loan  program  so  that 
no  eligible  student  will  be  deprived  of  the 
needed  financial  assistance,  and  I  will 
ask  for  the  necessary  funds  to  accom¬ 
plish  this  purpose. 

I  also  recommend  that  the  “forgive¬ 
ness”  provision  be  extended  to  medical 
personnel  who  will  settle  in  rural  areas 
where  the  doctor  shortage  is  most  criti¬ 
cal. 

There  are  more  than  12,000  unfilled 
vacancies  for  qualified  social  workers,  at 
a  time  when  we  need  their  skills  more 
than  ever  before.  These  workers  are  im¬ 
portant  to  the  success  of  our  poverty, 
health,  and  education  programs. 

A  task  force  on  social  work  man¬ 
power  and  education  has  just  completed 
an  extensive  study  of  the  problem.  I 


have  asked  the  Secretary  of  Health,  Edu¬ 
cation,  and  Welfare  to  consult  with  edu¬ 
cational  leaders  and  other  specialists  and 
to  submit  recommendations  to  me  to 
overcome  this  shortage  in  the  ranks  of 
our  social  workers. 

rv 

TO  IMPROVE  THE  NATION’S  LIBRARIES 

Those  who  do  not  read  are  not  much 
better  off  than  those  who  cannot  read. 
More  than  100  million  Americans  have 
inadequate  public  library  services.  More 
than  15  million  have  none  at  all. 

A  library  must  be  a  living  institution 
with  trained  staff  and  funds  to  obtain 
new  books,  periodicals,  films,  records,  and 
other  material. 

As  the  boundaries  of  learning  are 
pushed  back,  our  need  for  storehouses 
of  knowledge  grows  greater.  They  offer 
man  his  link  with  the  past  and  his  vision 
of  the  future. 

Most  public  libraries  in  the  United 
States  are  poorly  equipped  to  perform 
this  vital  role. 

I  recommend  that  Congress  extend  the 
Library  Services  and  Construction  Act 
for  5  more  years,  authorizing  $57.5  mil¬ 
lion  for  fiscal  1967. 

DEPARTMENT  OP  THE  PEOPLE 

Through  the  programs  entrusted  to 
its  care,  the  Department  of  Health,  Edu¬ 
cation,  and  Welfare  exercises  continuing 
concern  for  the  social  well-being  of  all 
our  people.  Already,  as  I  have  indicated 
in  this  message,  it  has  become  possible 
to  set  ambitious  goals  for  the  future. 

To  improve  our  ability  to  chart  our 
progress,  I  have  asked  the  Secretary  to 
establish  within  his  office  the  resources 
to  develop  the  necessary  social  statistics 
and  indicators  to  supplement  those  pre¬ 
pared  by  the  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics 
and  the  Council  of  Economic  Advisers. 
With  these  yardsticks,  we  can  better 
measure  the  distance  we  have  come  and 
plan  for  the  way  ahead. 

In  health  and  education,  we  build  with 
a  double  purpose :  to  meet  today’s  needs, 
and  to  match  tomorrow’s  hopes. 

We  look  toward  the  time  when  every 
disease  which  need  not  happen  will  not 
happen — when  every  citizen  can  con¬ 
fidently  expect  care — competent,  con¬ 
venient  care — if  he  is  ill,  or  injured;  when 
every  American  receives  the  education 
and  training  he  wants  to  enrich  his  life 
and  fulfill  his  hopes. 

With  pain  and  ignorance  no  longer 
such  fearsome  enemies,  our  people  will 
find  a  new  freedom.  Our  society  will  be 
great  as  never  before. 

It  is  too  early  for  self-congratulations. 
We  must  continue  to  plan  and  act.  We 
march  in  a  campaign  which  can  have  no 
retreats,  no  truce,  no  end:  only  new 
victories. 

Lyndon  B.  Johnson. 

The  White  House,  March  1,  1966. 


VICE  PRESIDENT  AN  EXECUTIVE 
ENVOY 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  Mr.  Speaker,  the 
recent  visit  of  Vice  President  Hubert  H. 
Humphrey  to  a  number  of  countries  in 
the  Far  East  was  a  most  successful  mis¬ 
sion.  His  ability,  his  personality,  his  love 


of  his  fellow  man — particularly  the  poor, 
the  sick,  the  afflicted — made  a  profound 
favorable  impression,  leaving  in  the 
minds  of  the  people  of  the  several  coun-, 
tries  the  Vice  President  visited  a  muci/ 
better  image  of  the  United  States,  anc^of 
our  people. 

In  my  remarks,  I  include  a  finA  and 
deserving  article  entitled,  “Vice-Presi¬ 
dent  an  Effective  Envoy,”  written  by 
David  Lawrence  and  appearing  in  the 
Washington  Star  of  February  28,  1966: 

Vice  President  an  Effe^/ive  Envoy 
(By  David  Lawpence) 

Originally,  the  chief  function  of  a  Vice 
President  of  the  United/States  was  to  preside 
over  the  Senate.  No jr,  however,  he  plays  a 
far  more  important  nCle  as  an  unofficial  mem¬ 
ber  of  the  executive  branch  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment.  This  practice  arose  only  in  recent 
years,  when  America  began  to  participate  ac¬ 
tively  in  workr  affairs  and  the  help  of  allies 
in  meeting  emergencies  became  essential. 

Vice  President  Hubert  H.  Humphrey,  who 
returnecTJast  week  from  a  43,000-mile  jour¬ 
ney  to  Asia,  can  do  more  during  brief  visits 
to  tho/varlous  capitals  of  the  world  to  pub¬ 
licize American  policies  than  sometimes  can 
be  Accomplished  in  longer  periods  of  time  by 
yie  ambassadors  or  ministers  accredited  to 
Ahose  countries. 

This  is  because  diplomatic  representatives 
must  be  supercautious  in  what  they  say,  as 
they  have  to  stay  at  their  posts  the  year 
around.  But  a  Vice  President,  as  the  No. 
2  man  in  the  U.S.  Government,  can  make 
speeches  of  a  positive  nature,  and  they  will 
be  widely  printed. 

Public  relations  has  become  a  significant 
factor  in  the  evolution  of  international 
policy.  Many  Americans  do  not  realize  that, 
although  a  speech  by  the  President  may  be 
broadcast  over  television  and  radio  and  be 
given  considerable  space  in  the  newspapers 
within  the  United  States,  it  may  get  only  a 
brief  mentioned  abroad — even  in  countries 
friendly  to  the  United  States.  The  reason  is 
that  what  happens  locally  or  in  neighboring 
areas  takes  up  most  of  the  space  in  the  news 
media. 

When  an  emissary  as  prominent  as  the 
Vice  President  of  the  United  States  visits  a 
foreign  country,  however,  it  becomes  a  local 
story  of  magnitude.  Crowds  assemble  to 
hear  him  speak,  and  the  newspapers  give 
front  page  treatment  to  the  event.  Many  an 
issue  that  has  been  repeatedly  explained  at 
home  by  the  President  is  clarified  for  the  first 
time  in  other  lands  when  it  is  given  publicity 
on  the  occasion  of  a  Vice-Presidential  visit, 
i  It  is,  therefore,  sensible  tactics  for  the  Vice 
President  to  go  around  the  world  making 
spsechs,  especially  during  critical  times  when 
theNCommunist  propaganda  machine  is  so 
activk  in  sneering  at  or  denouncing  Ameri¬ 
can  policies. 

Mr.  Humphrey  visited  South  Korea,  the 
Philippines,  Australia,  New  Zealand,  India, 
Pakistan,  Thailand,  and  Laos,  and,  of  course, 
spent  some  time  in  South  Vietnam.  All  of 
these  countries  were  given  a  clear  statement 
not  only  of  America’s  firmness  and  resolute¬ 
ness  in  handling  tfie  Vietnam  war  but  of  the 
sincere  desire  of  th‘e  United  States  to  achieve 
an  honorable  peace. \ 

Mr.  Johnson,  while.  Vice  President,  also 
made  trips  to  Asia,  Africa,  and  Europe,  and 
in  the  preceding  administration  Vice  Presi- 
“dent  Richard  M.  Nixon  wdijt  to  countries  on 
every  continent,  including\  a  visit  to  the 
Soviet  Union.  The  use  of  aSVice  President 
for  foreign  trips  is-even  more  necessary  today 
than  it  was  a  decade  or  two  ago,H>ecause  the 
international  situations  that  haviksince  de¬ 
veloped  are  frequently  subject  to  misunder¬ 
standing,  particularly  as  the  Communists  are 
busily  engaged  in  fomenting  frictioi\  by 
means  of  repeated  distortions. 
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When  the  Constitution  was  written,  it  was 
agreed,  that  a  Vice  President  should  be  des¬ 
ignated  to  succeed  the  President  in  the  event 
of  the  latter’s  death  or  disability,  but  no¬ 
where  else  in  the  document  were  any  duties 
of  a  Vice  President  specified  in  relation  to  the 
executive  brahch  of  the  Government.  Some 
Presidents  have  altogether  ignored  their  No. 
2  man.  In  the  last  30  years,  however,  it 
has  become  customary  for  the  Vice  President 
to  attend  cabinet  rneetings  and  to  be  given 
the  confidential  background  of  many  im¬ 
portant  developments  In  national  and  inter¬ 
national  policies. 

Mr.  Humphrey  happenssto  be  a  very  vocal, 
healthy,  exuberant  person  who  delivers  effec¬ 
tive  speeches.  He  has  a  congenial  personality 
and  makes  a  good  impression  ‘abroad.  Most 
important  of  all,  he  follows  carefully  the  in¬ 
structions  given  him  by  the  President  and 
the  Secretary  of  State  back  hom&.  So  the 
role  of  the  Vice  President  as  a  roi>i^ig  am¬ 
bassador  is  indeed  unique. 

Certainly,  in  bygone  days,  when  i\  was 
often  said  that  a  Vice  President  really \jad 
nothing  to  do,  few  people  envisaged  the  in 
portant  position  that  the  No.  2  man  oceupid 
today  in  the  American  Government  and'' 
throughout  the  world. 


DOMESTIC  HEALTH 

(Mi*.  ALBERT  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 

Mr.  ALBERT.  Mr.  Speaker,  we  in  the 
United  States  of  America  are  blessed 
with  a  high  degree  of  general  public 
health. 

We  have  seen  the  virtual  conquest  of 
such  scourges  as  typhoid  fever,  yellow 
fever,  tuberculosis,  and  many  other  in¬ 
fectious  diseases.  We  are  now  adding 
poliomyelitis  to  the  list,  and  are  engaged 
in  nationwide  campaigns  to  eliminate 
such  child  killers  and  cripplers  as 
measles,  diphtheria,  whooping  cough, 
and  tetanus. 

Nevertheless,  we  are  still  far  from  our 
national  objective  in  public  health. 

Having  followed  the  progress  of  our 
great  national  health  team  over  a  period 
of  years,  with  justifiable  pride  in  the 
congressional  support  which  its  efforts 
have  enjoyed,  I  am  pleased  to  note  the 
administration’s  proposal  of  the  next 
logical  step  toward  our  goal  of  the  best 
possible  health  and  medical  care  for, 
every  man,  woman,  and  child  in  tl 
United  States.  For  this  is  what  I  see/fn 
President  Johnson’s  proposal  for  “a  move 
effective  partnership  between  Federal, 
State,  and  local  health  agencjds  and 
activities.” 

Under  the  administration's  recom¬ 
mendations,  the  Congress  is.keing  called 
upon  to  adopt  legislation  which  will — 
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vehicle  for  tuberculosis,  or  venereal 
disease,  or  some  other  specific  ailment. 

I  applaud  the  President’s  desire  to 
“create  a  stronger  focus  for  health  at  the 
State  level.”  I  am  happy  to  join  with 
him  in  a  crusade  for  more  effective  part¬ 
nership  for  national  health.  I  urge  my 
colleagues  to  study  the  proposed  health 
legislation  carefully,  and  I  invite  them 
to  join  me  in  its  support. 

DOMESTIC  HEALTH 

(Mr.  STAGGERS  (at  the  request  of 
Mr.  Albert)  was  granted  permission  to 
extend  his  remarks  at  this  point  in  the 
Record.) 

Mr.  STAGGERS.  Mr.  Speaker,  the 
needs  for  trained  health  manpower  are 
so  great  as  to  be  unattainable  during  the 
next  decade.  We  have  already,  through 
the  Health  Professions  Assistance  Acts  of 
1963  and  1965,  and  the  Nurse  Education 
Assistance  Act  of  1964,  taken  long  steps 
\to  meet  the  needs  which  are  foreseen. 

irough  the  Vocational  Education  Act 
ofM965,  the  Manpower  Training  and  De¬ 
velopment  Act,  and  through  earlier  voca¬ 
tional,  education  assistance,  we  have, 
made  Substantial  progress  in  developi: 
trainingAprograms  for  practical  nunfes 
and  o t h e i\s u b p r o f e s s i o n al  and  auxjnary 
health  workers. 

The  bill  wokh  President  Johnson  has 
now  placed  before  us  will  fill/me  great 
lack  in  the  training  of  health  workers: 
it  will  assist  in  thk  expansion  and  devel¬ 
opment  of  coordinated  /training  pro¬ 
grams,  at  the  college  iet/1,  for  the  grow¬ 
ing  variety  of  professional  health  work¬ 
ers  who  stand  with/thfes  physician,  the 
nurse,  and  the  dentist  if\our  hospitals 
and  communities/ Not  onljKwill  it  add  to 
the  training  capacity  for  suck  workers,  it 
will  also  stimulate  support  anchdie  train¬ 
ing  of  teach/s  for  these  professions,  and 
for  the  ma/y  vocational  and  junior  col¬ 
lege  programs  whose  expansion  ik  now 
critically  impeded  by  the  lack  of  teachers. 

Wlnie  it  is  popular  to  speak  of  the 
health  team — and  indeed  essential  tha1 
health  workers  do  work  closely  together, 
their  training  too  often  is  not  related  to 
Professions  other  than  their  own  and 
gives  little  basis  for  later  working  to¬ 
gether. 

To  meet  the  needs  of  teamwork  learn¬ 
ing,  and  to  make  the  best  use  of  scarce 
teachers,  a  small  number  of  universities 
with  medical  schools  have  developed 
school  of  the  allied  health  professions— 
schools  in  which  these  professional  work¬ 
ers  are  studying  and  learning  to  work 
together.  One  such  school  is  the  College 
of  Health  Related  Professions  in  the  Uni¬ 
versity  of  Florida’s  J.  Hillis  Miller  Health 
Center.  Here,  students  in  occupational 
therapy,  physical  therapy,  medical  tech¬ 
nology,  rehabilitation  counseling,  clini¬ 
cal  physchology,  speech  pathology,  audi-w 
ology,  health  and  hospital  administra¬ 
tion,  and  other  fields  engage  in  learning 
together  in  the  company  of  aspiring  doc¬ 
tors,  nurses,  and  pharmacists,  and  in  an 
atmosphere  which  inspires  them  to  think 
as  community  leaders  in  the  health  pro¬ 
fessions. 

Such  schools  not  only  bring  new  unify¬ 
ing  concepts  into  teaching — they  meet 


another  great  need — that  of  making  the 
educational  and  vocational  opportunities, 
in  the  health  fields  much  more  visibj 
and  attractive  and  thus  bring  needed  : 
cruits  to  the  health  professions.  Their 
efforts  deserve  support.  I  believe  we 
should  give  them  that  support  by  endors¬ 
ing  the  President’s  proposals. 


MEDICAL 


NATION’S  HOSPITAL 

FACILITIES 

(Mr.  MOSS  (at  the/request  of  Mr. 
Albert)  was  granted  ^permission  to  ex¬ 
tend  his  remarks  a/ this  point  in  the 
Record.) 

Mr.  MOSS.  M/  Speaker,  it  is  a  great 
pleasure  for  rne/to  endorse  wholeheart¬ 
edly  the  President’s  proposal  to  modern¬ 
ize  the  Nat/n’s  hospital  and  medical 
facilities. 

The  na€d  for  modernization  is  es- 
peciallj/great  in  our  large  cities  where 
many/Df  our  quality-care  hospitals  are 
becoming  obsolete.  These  are  the  hos¬ 
pitals  which  conduct  research,  which  put 
into  practice  the  latest  advances  in  med¬ 
ical  science,  and  which  help  train  our 
future  doctors,  nurses,  and  other  health 
specialists.  If  they  are  allowed  to  fur¬ 
ther  deteriorate,  we  shall  face  over¬ 
whelming  difficulties  in  continuing  our 
tradition  of  providing  quality  medical 
care  to  the  American  people. 

A  beginning  was  made  when'  Congress 
authorized  funds  for  modernization 
under  the  Hospital  and  Medical  Facili¬ 
ties  Amendments  of  1964.  But  addi¬ 
tional  and  aggressive  action  in  the  form 
of  increased  Federal  aid  is  needed  to 
overcome  the  gap  between  the  funds  au¬ 
thorized  to  initiate  this  program  and  the 
funds  needed  to  complete  it. 

At  present,  260,000  hospital  beds  are  in 
outmoded  facilities  and  approximately 
13,000  are  added  to  that  list  each  year. 
During  the  10-year  period,  therefore, 
action  must  be  taken  to  modernize 
390,000  hospital  beds. 

I  welcome  the  proposal  for  new 
methods  of  financing  the  modernization 
program  and  pledge  my  support  for 
legislation  to  make  it  effective. 


DOMESTIC  HEALTH 

(Mks^  MINK  (at  the  request  of  Mr. 
Albert'1  was  granted  permission  to  ex¬ 
tend  he\  remarks  at  this  point  in  the 
Record.) 

Mrs.  MINK.  Mr.  Speaker,  among  the 
hundreds  of  letters  the  President’s  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Mental  Retardation  gets  each 
week  there  are  scores  which  say  approxi¬ 
mately  the  same  thing:  “I  keep  hearing 
about  all  the  wondexful  new  things  being 
done  for  the  menta^y  retarded.  Why 
can’t  I  find  a  place  for  njy  retarded  child? 
The  schools  reject  him\  They  say  he’s 
not  bright  enough.  The  Restitution  says 
it  can’t  take  him.  There  ikg.  long  wait¬ 
ing  list.  Where  can  I  turn\  My  hus¬ 
band  and  I  are  desperate.” 

I  have  received  similar  messages,  and 
I  am  sure  each  of  you  has.  These  mes¬ 
sages  are  constants— and  powerful— 'testi¬ 
mony  to  the  need  for  passage  of  Presi¬ 
dent  Johnson’s  Mental  Retardation 
cilities  and  Services  Amendments  of 
1966. 


89th  CONGRESS 
2d  Session 


R. 13361 


IN  THE  HOUSE  OE  REPRESENTATIVES 

March  7, 1966 

Mr.  Cooley  introduced  the  following  bill ;  which  was  referred  to  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Agriculture 


A  BILL 

To  establish  a  cooperative  Eederal-State  child  nutrition  program 
under  the  direction  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  B  epresenta- 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled , 

3  That  this  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  “Child  Nutrition  Act  of 

4  1966”. 

5  DECLARATION  OP  PURPOSE 

6  Sec.  2.  In  recognition  of  the  demonstrated  relationship 

7  between  food  and  good  nutrition  and  the  capacity  of  children 

8  to  develop  and  learn,  based  on  the  years  of  cumulative  suc- 

9  cessful  experience  under  the  national  school  lunch  program 
10  with  its  significant  contributions  in  the  field  of  applied  nutri¬ 
tion  research,  it  is  hereby  declared  to  be  the  policy  of  Con- 
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gress  that  these  efforts  shall  he  extended,  expanded,  and 
strengthened  as  a  measure  to  safeguard  the  health  and  well¬ 
being  of  the  Nation’s  children,  with  special  effort  directed 
toward  improving  the  nutrition  of  children  from  low-income 
families,  and  to  encourage  the  domestic  consumption  of  agri¬ 
cultural  and  other  foods,  by  assisting  States,  through  grants- 
in-aid  and  other  means,  to  meet  more  effectively  the  nutri¬ 
tional  needs  of  our  children. 

TITLE  I— NATIONAL  SCHOOL  LUNCH  AND  CHILD 
NUTRITION  PROGRAM 
AUTHORIZATION 

Sec.  101.  The  Secretary  shall  formulate  and  carry  out 
a  national  school  lunch  and  child  nutrition  program  to 
assist  States,  through  grants-in-aid  and  other  means,  to 
establish,  maintain,  and  expand  nonprofit  school  food  service 
programs  for  children. 

APPORTIONMENTS  TO  STATES 
Sec.  102.  (a)  The  Secretary  shall  apportion  among  the 
States  during  each  fiscal  year  not  less  than  75  per  centum 
of  the  funds  appropriated  for  the  purposes  of  this  title, 
excluding  section  107,  for  such  year  for  obtaining  agricul¬ 
tural  and  other  foods.  Apportionment  among  the  States 
shall  be  made  on  the  basis  of  two  factors:  (1)  the  partici¬ 
pation  rate  for  the  State,  and  (2)  the  assistance  need  rate 
for  the  State.  The  amount  of  apportionment  to  any  State 
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1  shall  be  determined  by  the  following  method:  First,  deter- 

2  mine  an  index  for  the  State  by  multiplying  factors  ( 1 )  and 

3  (2)  ;  second,  divide  this  index  by  the  sum  of  the  indexes 

4  for  all  the  States;  and  third,  apply  the  figure  thus  obtained 

5  to  the  total  funds  to  he  apportioned.  If  any  State  cannot 

6  utilize  all  funds  so  apportioned  to  it,  or  if  additional  funds 

7  are  made  available  for  apportionment  under  this  section 

8  among  the  States,  the  Secretary  shall  make  further  apportion- 

9  ments  to  the  remaining  States  in  the  same  manner.  Not- 

10  withstanding  the  foregoing  provisions  of  this  section,  for  the 

11  fiscal  year  beginning  July  1,  1966,  the  amount  apportioned 

12  to  American  Samoa  shall  he  $25,000,  which  amount  shall 

13  be  first  deducted  from  the  funds  available  for  apportionment 

14  in  determining  the  amounts  to  be  apportioned  to  the  other 

15  States. 

16  (b)  Funds  apportioned  to  an}^  State  under  section  102 

17  for  any  fiscal  year  shall  he  available  for  payment  to  such 

18  State  for  disbursement  by  the  State  educational  agency,  for 

19  the  purpose  of  assisting  schools  in  that  State  in  obtaining 

20  agricultural  and  other  foods  for  consumption  by  children 

21  during  such  fiscal  year.  Payments  to  any  State  of  funds 

22  so  apportioned  in  any  fiscal  year  shall  be  made  upon  condi- 

23  tion  that  each  dollar  will  be  matched  by  three  dollars  from 

24  sources  within  the  State  determined  by  the  Secretary  to 

25  have  been  expended  in  connection  with  the  program  under 
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this  title.  In  the  case  of  any  State  whose  per  capita  income 
is  less  than  the  per  capita  income  of  the  United  States,  the 
matching  required  for  any  fiscal  year  shall  be  decreased  by 
the  percentage  which  the  State  per  capita  income  is  below 
the  per  capita  income  of  the  United  States.  For  the  pur¬ 
pose  of  determining  whether  the  matching  requirements  of 
this  section  and  section  106,  respectively,  have  been  met, 
the  reasonable  value  of  donated  services,  supplies,  facilities, 
and  equipment  as  certified,  respectively,  by  the  State  educa¬ 
tional  agency  and,  in  case  of  schools  receiving  funds  pur¬ 
suant  to  section  106,  by  such  schools  (but  not  the  cost  or 
value  of  land,  or  of  the  acquisition,  construction,  or  altera¬ 
tion  of  buildings  or  of  commodities  donated  by  the  Secre¬ 
tary,  or  of  Federal  contributions),  may  be  regarded  as 
funds  from  sources  within  the  State  expended  in  connection 
with  the  program  under  this  title. 

DIEECT  FEDERAL  EXPENDITURES 
Sec.  103.  The  funds  appropriated  for  any  fiscal  year 
for  carrying  out  the  provisions  of  this  title,  excluding  section 
107,  less  not  to  exceed  3-|-  per  centum  thereof  hereby  made 
available  to  the  Secretary  for  his  administrative  expenses 
under  this  Act,  less  the  amount  apportioned  by  him  pursu¬ 
ant  to  sections  102  and  106,  shall  be  available  to  the  Secre¬ 
tary  during  such  year  for  direct  expenditure  by  him  for  agri¬ 
cultural  and  other  foods  to  be  distributed  among  the  States 
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and  schools  participating  in  the  program  under  this  title 
in  accordance  with  the  needs  as  determined  by  the  local 
school  authorities.  The  provisions  of  law  contained  in  the 
proviso  of  the  Act  of  June  28,  1937  (50  Stat.  323) ,  facili¬ 
tating  operations  with  respect  to  the  purchase  and  disposi¬ 
tion  of  surplus  agricultural  commodities  under  section  32  of 
the  Act  approved  August  24,  1935  (49  Stat.  774),  as 
amended,  shall  to  the  extent  not  inconsistent  with  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  this  title,  also  be  applicable  to  expenditures  of 
funds  by  the  Secretary  under  this  title. 

STATE  DISBURSEMENT  TO  SCHOOLS 
Sec.  104.  Funds  apportioned  under  section  102  and 
paid  to  any  State  shall  be  disbursed  by  the  State  educational 
agency  to  those  schools  in  the  State  which  the  State  educa- 
tional  agency,  taking  into  account  need  and  attendance,  de¬ 
termines  are  eligible  to  participate  in  the  program  under  this 
title.  Disbursement  to  any  school  shall  be  made  only  for  the 
purpose  of  reimbursing  it  for  the  cost  of  obtaining  agri¬ 
cultural  and  other  foods  for  consumption  by  children  in  the 
program.  Such  food  costs  may  include,  in  addition  to  the 
purchase  price  of  agricultural  and  other  foods,  the  cost  of 
processing,  distributing,  transporting,  storing,  and  handling. 
In  no  event  shall  such  disbursement  for  food  to  any  school  for 
any  fiscal  year  exceed  an  amount  determined  by  multiplying 
the  number  of  lunches  served  in  the  school  in  the  program 
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under  this  title  during  such  year  by  the  maximum  Federal 
food-cost  distribution  rate  for  the  State,  for  the  type  of  lunch 
served,  as  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  for  schools  other  than 
those  receiving  special  assistance  under  section  107. 

NUTRITIONAL  AND  OTHER  PROGRAM  REQUIREMENTS 

Sec.  105.  Lunches  served  by  schools  participating  in  the 
program  under  this  title  shall  consist  of  a  combination  of 
foods  and  shall  meet  minimum  nutritional  requirements  pre¬ 
scribed  by  the  Secretary  on  the  basis  of  tested  nutritional 
research.  Such  meals  shall  be  served  without  cost  or  at  a 
reduced  cost  to  children  who  are  determined  by  local  school 
authorities  to  be  unable  to  pay  the  full  cost  of  the  lunch. 
Tn  making  such  determinations,  such  local  authorities  should, 
to  the  extent  practicable,  consult  with  public  welfare  and 
health  agencies.  No  physical  segregation  of  or  other  dis¬ 
crimination  against  any  child  shall  be  made  by  the  school 
because  of  his  inability  to  pay. 

NONPROFIT  PRIVATE  SCHOOLS 

Sec.  106.  If  in  any  State  the  State  educational  agency 
is  not  permitted  by  law  to  disburse  the  funds  paid  to  it  under 
this  title  to  nonprofit  private  schools  in  the  State,  or  is  not 
permitted  by  law  to  match  Federal  funds  made  available  for 
use  by  such  nonprofit  private  schools,  the  Secretary  shall 
withhold  from  the  funds  apportioned  to  any  such  State  under 
section  102  of  this  title  an  amount  which  bears  the  same 
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ratio  to  such  funds  as  the  number  of  lunches,  consisting  of  a 
combination  of  foods  and  meeting  the  minimum  requirements 
prescribed  by  the  Secretary  pursuant  to  section  105,  served 
in  the  preceding  fiscal  year  by  all  nonprofit  private  schools 
participating  in  the  program  under  this  title  within  the  State, 
as  determined  by  the  Secretary,  bears  to  the  participation 
rate  for  the  State.  The  Secretary  shall  disburse  the  funds 
so  withheld  directly  to  the  nonprofit  private  schools  within 
such  State  for  the  same  purposes  and  subject  to  the  same 
conditions  as  are  required  of  a  State  educational  agency  dis¬ 
bursing  funds  made  available  under  section  102  of  this  title, 
including  the  requirement  that  any  such  payment  or  pay¬ 
ments  shall  be  matched,  in  the  proportion  specified  in  section 
102  (b)  of  this  title  for  such  State,  by  funds  from  sources 
within  the  State  expended  by  nonprofit  private  schools  within 
the  State  participating  in  the  program  under  this  title.  Such 
funds  shall  not  be  considered  a  part  of  the  funds  constituting 
the  matching  funds  under  section  102(b)  of  this  title. 

SPECIAL  ASSISTANCE 

Sec.  107.  (a)  The  Secretary  shall,  with  funds  ap¬ 
propriated  for  special  assistance  under  this  section,  provide 
such  assistance  to  schools  drawing  attendance  from  areas  in 
which  poor  economic  conditions  exist,  for  the  purpose  of  help¬ 
ing  such  schools  meet  the  requirements  of  section  105  of  this 
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title  with  respect  to  the  service  of  lunches  to  children  unable 
to  pay  the  full  cost  of  such  lunches. 

(h)  Of  the  sums  available  for  the  purposes  of  this  sec¬ 
tion  for  any  fiscal  year,  3  per  centum  shall  be  available  for 
apportionment  to  Puerto  llico,  the  Virgin  Islands,  Guam, 
and  American  Samoa.  Of  the  funds  available  for  such 
States,  the  Secretary  shall  apportion  to  each  such  State  an 
amount  which  bears  the  same  ratio  to  the  total  of  such  funds 
as  the  number  of  free  or  reduced-price  lunches  served  in 
accordance  with  section  105  of  this  title  in  such  State  in 
the  preceding  fiscal  year  bears  to  the  total  number  of  such 
free  or  reduced-price  lunches  served  in  all  such  States  in 
the  preceding  fiscal  year:  Provided,  That  for  the  fiscal  year 
ending  June  30,  1967,  $5,000  shall  he  apportioned  to 
American  Samoa,  which  amount  shall  be  first  deducted  from 
the  total  amount  available  for  apportionment  under  this  sub¬ 
section.  If  any  such  State  cannot  utilize  all  of  the  funds 
apportioned  to  it  for  the  purpose  of  this  section  the  Secretary 
shall  make  further  apportionment,  on  the  same  basis  as  the 
initial  apportionment,  to  any  of  the  other  such  States  which 
justify  the  need  for  additional  funds  for  such  purpose. 

(c)  Of  the  remaining  sums  appropriated  for  the  pur¬ 
poses  of  this  section  for  any  fiscal  year,  not  less  than  50  per 
centum  shall  be  apportioned  among  States,  other  than 
Puerto  Eico,  the  Virgin  Islands,  Guam,  and  American 
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Samoa,  on  the  basis  of  the  following  factors  for  each  State: 
(1)  the  number  of  free  or  reduced-price  lunches  served  in 
accordance  with  section  105  of  this  title  in  the  preceding 
fiscal  year,  and  (2)  the  assistance  need  rate.  These  factors 
shall  be  applied  in  the  following  manner:  First,  determine 
an  index  for  each  S.tate  by  multiplying  factors  (1)  and  (2)  ; 
second,  divide  this  index  by  the  sum  of  the  indexes  for  all 
such  States;  and,  third,  apply  the  figure  thus  obtained  to 
the  total  funds  to  be  apportioned.  If  any  such  State  can¬ 
not  utilize  all  of  the  funds  apportioned  to  it  for  the  purpose 
of  this  section  the  Secretary  shall  make  further  apportion¬ 
ment  of  such  funds  together  with  the  remainder  of  the  funds 
available  under  this  subsection,  on  the  same  basis  as  the 
initial  apportionment,  to  any  of  the  other  such  States  which 
justify  the  need  for  additional  funds  for  such  purpose. 

(d)  Funds  apportioned  and  paid  to  any  State  for  the 
purpose  of  this  section  shall  be  disbursed  to  selected  schools 
in  such  State  to  assist  such  schools  in  the  purchase  of  agri¬ 
cultural  and  other  foods  and  in  meeting  operational  costs  as 
provided  in  subsection  (e)  of  this  section.  The  selection  of 
schools  and  the  amounts  of  funds  that  each  shall  from  time 
to  time  receive  (within  a  maximum  per  lunch  amount  estab¬ 
lished  by  the  Secretary  for  all  the  States) ,  shall  be  deter¬ 
mined  by  the  State  educational  agency  on  the  basis  of  the 
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following-  factors:  (1)  tlie  economic  condition  of  the  area 
from  which  such  schools  draw  attendance;  (2)  the  needs  of 
children  in  such  schools  for  free  or  reduced-price  lunches ;  ( 3 ) 
the  percentages  of  free  and  reduced-price  lunches  being  served 
in  such  schools  to  children;  (4)  the  prevailing  price  of 
lunches  in  such  schools  as  compared  with  the  average  pre¬ 
vailing  price  of  lunches  served  in  the  State  under  this  title; 
and  (5)  the  need  of  such  schools  for  additional  assistance  as 
reflected  by  the  financial  position  of  the  lunch  programs  in 
such  schools. 

(e)  In  circumstances  of  severe  need  where  the  maxi¬ 
mum  rate  per  lunch  established  by  the  Secretary  is  deemed 
insufficient  to  carry  on  an  effective  feeding  program  in  a 
school,  the  Secretary  may  authorize  financial  assistance  not 
to  exceed  90  per  centum  of  the  operating  costs  of  such  a 
program,  including  the  cost  of  obtaining,  preparing,  and  serv¬ 
ing  food. 

(f)  If  in  any  State  the  State  educational  agency  is  not 
permitted  by  law  to  disburse  funds  paid  to  it  under  this  title 
to  nonprofit  private  schools  in  the  State,  the  Secretary  shall 
withhold  from  the  funds  apportioned  to  such  State  under 
subsections  (b)  or  (c)  of  this  section  an  amount  which  bears 
the  same  ratio  to  such  funds  as  the  number  of  free  and  re¬ 
duced-price  lunches  served  in  accordance  with  section  105  of 
this  title  in  the  preceding  fiscal  year  by  all  nonprofit  private1 
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schools  participating  in  the  program  under  this  title  in  such 
State  bears  to  the  number  of  such  free  and  reduced-price 
lunches  served  during  such  year  by  all  schools  participating 
in  the  program  under  this  title  in  such  State.  The  Secretary 
shall  disburse  the  funds  so  withheld  directly  to  the  nonprofit 
private  schools  within  such  State  for  the  same  purposes  and 
subject  to  the  same  conditions  as  are  required  of  a  State  edu¬ 
cational  agency  disbursing  funds  made  available  under  this 
section. 

(g)  In  carrying  out  this  section,  the  terms  and  condi¬ 
tions  governing  the  operation  of  the  program  set  forth  in  the 
other  sections  of  this  title,  including  those  applicable  to  funds 
apportioned  pursuant  to  section  102,  but  excluding  the  pro¬ 
visions  relating  to  matching,  shall  be  applicable  to  the  extent 
they  are  not  inconsistent  with  the  express  provisions  of  this 
section. 

TITLE  II— SPECIAL  MILK  PROGRAM 

AUTHORIZATION 

Sec.  201..  The  Secretary  shall  formulate  and  carry  out 
a  Special  Milk  Program  to  assist  States  through  grants-in- 
aid  to  establish,  maintain,  and  expand  nonprofit  programs  to 
increase  the  consumption  of  fluid  whole  milk  by  children, 
and  particularly  by  needy  children,  in  schools  and  nonprofit 
institutions. 
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APPORTIONMENT  TO  STATES 
Sec.  202.  (a)  For  each  of  the  fiscal  years  1967  and 
1968,  50  per  centum  of  the  funds  appropriated  for  the  pur¬ 
poses  of  this  title  shall  be  apportioned  among  the  fifty  States 
and  the  District  of  Columbia  on  the  basis  of  the  ratio  of  the 
number  of  children  of  ages  five  through  seventeen  in  each  of 
the  fifty  States  and  the  District  of  Columbia  to  the  number  of 
all  children  of  ages  five  through  seventeen  in  the  fifty  States 
and  the  District  of  Columbia. 

(b)  The  remaining  50  per  centum  of  the  funds  for  each 
of  the  fiscal  years  1967  and  1968  shall  he  held  by  the  Sec¬ 
retary  in  reserve  and  may  be  advanced  to  any  of  the  fifty 
States  and  the  District  of  Columbia  on  justification  of  need. 

(c)  For  fiscal  year  1969  and  each  fiscal  year  thereafter 
the  fimds  appropriated  for  the  purposes  of  this  title  shall  be 
apportioned  among  the  fifty  States  and  the  District  of 
Columbia  on  the  basis  of  the  ratio  of  the  number  of  half 
pints  of  milk  reimbursed  with  funds  apportioned  under  this 
section  in  each  such  State  in  the  preceding  fiscal  year,  as 
determined  by  the  Secretary,  to  the  total  number  of  half 
pints  of  milk  reimbursed  with  funds  apportioned  under  this 
section  hi  the  fifty  States  and  the  District  of  Columbia  in  the 
preceding  fiscal  year  as  determined  by  the  Secretary. 
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p  STATE  DISBURSEMENT  TO  SCHOOLS 

2  Sec.  203.  Funds  apportioned  and  paid  to  any  State  for 

3  the  purpose  of  this  title  shall  be  disbursed  to  schools  and 

4  nonprofit  institutions,  determined  to  be  eligible  by  the  State 

5  educational  agency,  on  the  basis  of  the  following  priorities: 
q  First,  to  schools  without  a  food  service;  second,  for  needy 
rj  children  in  schools  with  a  food  service;  and  third,  if  avail- 
g  able  funds  permit,  to  schools  and  nonprofit  institutions  for 
9  all  children.  Disbursement  shall  be  made  at  such  rates  per 

P0  half  pint  of  fluid  whole  milk  as  the  Secretary  shall  prescribe 
pp  and  shall  not  exceed  the  cost  to  the  school  or  nonprofit  in- 
P2  stitution  of  obtaining  such  milk  for  service  to  children. 
p3  NONPROFIT  PRIVATE  SCHOOLS  AND  PRIVATE  NONPROFIT 
pp  INSTITUTIONS 

P5  Sec.  204.  If  in  any  State  the  State  educational  agency 
P6  is  not  permitted  by  law  to  disburse  binds  paid  to  it  under 
P7  this  title  to  nonprofit  private  schools  and  private  nonprofit 
P8  institutions  in  the  State,  the  Secretary  shall  withhold  from 

19  the  funds  apportioned  to  such  State  under  section  202  of 

20  this  title  an  amount  in  each  of  the  fiscal  years  1967  and 

21  1968  which  bears  the  same  ratio  to  the  funds  apportioned 

22  to  the  State  as  the  number  of  children  of  ages  five  through 
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seventeen  enrolled  in  nonprofit  private  schools  within  the 
State  is  of  the  total  number  of  children  of  ages  five  through 
seventeen  enrolled  in  schools  within  the  State.  Each  fiscal 
year  thereafter,  the  Secretary  shall  withhold  from  the  funds 
apportioned  to  any  such  State  under  section  202  of  this  title 
an  amount  which  bears  the  same  ratio  to  such  funds  as  the 
number  of  one-half  pints  of  milk  for  which  nonprofit  private 
schools  and  nonprofit  private  institutions  were  reimbursed 
in  the  preceding  fiscal  year  is  of  the  total  number  of  one-half 
pints  of  milk  for  which  all  schools  and  nonprofit  institutions 
participating  in  the  program  under  this  title  in  the  State  were 
reimbursed.  The  Secretary  shall  disburse  the  funds  so  with¬ 
held  directly  to  the  nonprofit  private  schools  and  nonprofit 
institutions  within  such  State  for  the  same  purposes  and  sub¬ 
ject  to  the  same  conditions  as  are  required  of  a  State  educa¬ 
tional  agency  disbursing  funds  made  available  under  this  title. 
TITLE  III— SCHOOL  BREAKFAST  PROGRAM 

AUTHORIZATION 

Sec.  301.  The  Secretary  shall  formulate  and  carry  out 
a  pilot  program  to  assist  States  through  grants-in-aid  and 
other  means,  to  initiate,  maintain  or  expand  nonprofit  break¬ 
fast  programs  in  schools  drawing  attendance  from  areas  in 
which  poor  economic  conditions  exist  and  in  schools  to 
which  a  substantial  proportion  of  the  children  enrolled  must 
travel  long  distances. 
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1  APPORTIONMENT  TO  STATES 

2  Sec.  302.  (a)  Of  the  funds  appropriated  for  the  pur- 

3  poses  of  this  title  for  any  fiscal  year,  the  Secretary  shall 

4  reserve  3  per  centum  for  apportionment  to  Guam,  the 

5  Virgin  Islands,  Puerto  Rico,  and  American  Samoa.  Such 

6  funds  shall  be  apportioned  among  such  States  on  the  basis 

7  of  the  ratio  of  the  number  of  children  of  ages  five  through 

8  seventeen  in  each  such  State  to  the  number  of  all  children 

9  of  ages  five  through  seventeen  in  all  such  States. 

10  (b)  Of  the  remainder  of  the  funds  appropriated,  the 

11  Secretary  shall  for  each  fiscal  year,  ( 1 )  apportion  the 

12  first  $2,500,000  equally  among  the  States,  other  than  Guam, 

13  the  Virgin  Islands,  Puerto  Rico,  and  American  Samoa,  and 

14  ( 2 )  shall  apportion  the  remainder  among  such  States  on  the 

15  basis  of  the  ratio  of  the  number  of  children  in  each  State 

16  of  ages  five  through  seventeen  in  families  with  incomes  of 

17  less  than  $2,000  per  annum  plus  the  number  of  children  of 

18  ages  five  through  seventeen  in  families  receiving  more  than 

19  $2,000  per  annum  from  payments  under  the  Department  of 

20  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare’s  program  of  aid  to  families 

21  with  dependent  children  to  the  total  number  of  such  children 

22  in  the  fifty  States  and  the  District  of  Columbia. 

23  STATE  DISBURSEMENT  TO  SCHOOLS 

24  Sec.  303.  (a)  Eunds  apportioned  and  paid  to  any  State 

25  for  the  purpose  of  this  title  shall  be  disbursed  by  the  State 
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educational  agency  to  schools  selected  by  the  State  educa¬ 
tional  agency,  to  reimburse  such  schools  for  the  cost  of 
obtaining  agricultural  and  other  foods  for  consumption  by 
children  in  a  breakfast  program  and  for  the  purpose  of  sub¬ 
section  (b).  Such  food  costs  may  include,  in  addition  to 
the  purchase  price,  the  cost  of  processing,  distributing,  trans¬ 
porting,  storing,  and  handling.  Disbursement  to  schools 
shall  be  made  at  such  rates  per  meal  or  on  such  other  basis 
as  the  Secretary  shall  prescribe.  In  selecting  schools,  the 
State  educational  agency  shall,  to  the  extent  practicable,  give 
first  consideration  to  those  schools  drawing  attendance  from 
areas  in  which  poor  economic  conditions  exist. 

(b)  In  circumstances  of  severe  need  where  the  rate 
per  meal  established  by  the  Secretary  is  deemed  by  him 
insufficient  to  carry  on  an  effective  breakfast  program  in  a 
school,  the  Secretary  may  authorize  financial  assistance  up 
to  90  per  centum  of  the  operating  costs  of  such  a  program, 
including  cost  of  obtaining,  preparing,  and  serving  food. 

NUTRITIONAL  AND  OTHER  PROGRAM  REQUIREMENTS 
Sec.  304.  Breakfasts  served  by  schools  participating  in 
the  school  breakfast  program  under  this  title  shall  consist 
of  a  combination  of  foods  and  shall  meet  minimum  nutri¬ 
tional  requirements  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  on  the  basis 
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of  tested  nutritional  research.  Such  breakfasts  shall  be 
served  without  cost  or  at  a  reduced  cost  to  children  who 
are  determined  by  local  school  authorities  to  be  unable  to 
pay  the  full  cost  of  the  breakfast.  In  making  such  deter-  J 
ruinations,  such  local  authorities  should,  to  the  extent  prac¬ 
ticable,  consult  with  public  welfare  and  health  agencies.  No 
physical  segregation  of  or  other  discrimination  against  any 
child  shall  be  made  by  the  school  because  of  his  inability  to 
pay. 

NONPROFIT  PRIVATE  SCHOOLS 

Sec.  305.  If  in  any  State  the  State  educational  agency 
is  not  permitted  by  law  to  disburse  the  funds  paid  to  it 
under  this  title  to  nonprofit  private  schools,  the  Secretary 
shall  withhold  from  the  funds  apportioned  to  any  such  State 
under  section  302  of  this  title  an  amount  based  on  the  ratio 
of  the  number  of  children  enrolled  in  nonprofit  private 
schools  within  the  State  to  the  total  number  of  children 
enrolled  in  all  schools  within  the  State.  The  Secretary 
shall  disburse  the  funds  so  withheld  directly  to  the  nonprofit 
private  schools  within  such  State  for  the  same  purposes 
and  subject  to  the  same  conditions  as  are  required  of  a 
State  educational  agency  disbursing  funds  made  available 
under  this  title. 
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TITLE  IV— SPECIAL  EOOD  SERVICE  PROGRAMS 
EOR  NEEDY  CHILDREN 

AUTHORIZATION 

Sec.  401.  In  further  recognition  of  the  impact  of  inad¬ 
equate  nutrition  on  the  health  and  well-being  of  children, 
particularly  those  from  low-income  families,  the  Secretary 
shall  formulate  and  carry  out  a  pilot  program  to  assist  non¬ 
profit  institutions  such  as  child  day-care  centers,  settlement 
houses,  and  summer  camps,  which  do  not  maintain  children 
in  residence  for  periods  in  excess  of  three  months  and  which 
draw  attendance  from  areas  in  which  poor  economic  condi¬ 
tions  exist,  to  establish,  maintain,  and  expand  food  service 
for  children  in  group  situations  away  from  home.  Such  food 
service  may  be  furnished  on  a  seasonal  or  more  extended 
basis. 

APPORTIONMENT  TO  STATES 
Sec.  402.  (a)  Of  the  funds  appropriated  for  the  pur¬ 
poses  of  this  title  for  any  fiscal  year,  the  Secretary  shall  re¬ 
serve  3  per  centum  for  apportionment  to  Guam,  Puerto  Rico, 
the  Virgin  Islands,  and  American  Samoa.  Such  funds  shall 
be  apportioned  among  such  States  on  the  basis  of  the  number 
of  children  of  ages  five  through  seventeen  in  each  such  State 
to  the  number  of  all  children  of  ages  five  through  seventeen 
in  all  such  States. 

(b)  Of  the  remainder  of  the  funds  appropriated,  the 
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Secretary  shall,  for  each  fiscal  year  ( 1 )  apportion  such  sums 
as  he  deems  appropriate  but  not  more  than  $50,000  to  each 
State,  other  than  Guam,  Puerto  Rico,  the  Virgin  Islands, 
and  American  Samoa,  as  a  basic  grant,  and  (2)  apportion 
the  remainder  among  such  States  on  the  basis  of  the  ratio  of 
the  number  of  children  in  each  State  of  ages  five  through 
seventeen  in  families  with  incomes  of  less  than  $2,000  per 
annum  plus  the  number  of  children  of  ages  five  through 
seventeen  in  families  receiving  more  than  $2,000  per  annum 
from  payments  under  the  Department  of  Health,  Education, 
and  Welfare’s  program  of  aid  to  families  with  dependent  chil¬ 
dren  to  the  total  number  of  such  children  in  the  fifty  States 
and  the  District  of  Columbia. 

(c)  If  an)-  State  cannot  utilize  all  funds  so  apportioned 
to  it,  or  if  additional  funds  are  made  available  for  apportion¬ 
ment  under  this  section  among  the  States,  the  Secretary  shall 
make  further  apportionments  to  the  remaining  States  in  the 
same  manner. 


disbursement  by  states 

Sec.  403.  (a)  Eunds  apportioned  and  paid  to  any  State 
for  the  purpose  of  this  title  shall  he  disbursed  by  the  State 
educational  agency  to  nonprofit  institutions  selected  by  the 
State  educational  agency  to  reimburse  such  nonprofit  institu¬ 
tions  for  the  cost  of  obtaining  agricultural  and  other  foods 
and  for  the  purposes  of  subsections  (b)  and  (c)  of  this 
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section.  The  costs  of  obtaining  agricultural  and  other  foods 
may  include  the  cost  of  processing,  distributing,  transporting 
o,r  handling  thereof.  Disbursement  to  participating  institu¬ 
tions  shall  he  made  at  such  rates  of  reimbursement  per  meal 
or  on  such  other  basis  as  the  Secretary  shall  prescribe.  In 
selecting  the  nonprofit  institutions,  the  State  educational 
agency  shall  to  the  extent  practicable,  give  first  considera¬ 
tion  to  those  institutions  with  the  highest  proportion  of 
children  from  low-income  families. 

(b)  In  circumstances  of  severe  need  where  the  rate  per 
meal  established  by  the  Secretary  is  insufficient  to  carry  on  an 
effective  feeding  program,  the  Secretary  may  authorize 
financial  assistance  not  to  exceed  90  per  centum  of  the 
operating  costs  of  such  a  program,  including  cost  of  obtain¬ 
ing,  preparing,  and  serving  food. 

(c)  Hot  to  exceed  25  per  centum  of  the  funds  paid  to> 
any  State  may  be  used  by  the  State  to  assist  nonprofit  in¬ 
stitutions  serving  needy  children  in  the  purchase  or  rental 
of  facilities,  other  than  land  and  buildings,  for  the  storage, 
preparation,  transportation,  and  serving  of  food  to  enable 
such  institutions  to  establish,  maintain,  and  expand  food 
sendee  under  this  title. 

DIEECT  PAYMENTS 

Sec.  404.  If  in  any  State  the  State  educational  agency 
is  not  permitted  by  law  or  is  otherwise  unable  to  disburse 
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the  funds  paid  to  it  under  this  title  to  any  nonprofit  institu¬ 
tion  in  the  State,  the  Secretary  shall  withhold  all  funds  ap¬ 
portioned  under  this  title  and  shall  disburse  the  funds  so  with¬ 
held  directly  to  nonprofit  institutions  in  the  State  for  the 
same  purposes  and  subject  to  the  same  conditions  as  are 
required  of  a  State  educational  agency  disbursing  funds  made 
available  under  this  title. 

OBLIGATION  OF  FUNDS 

Sec.  405.  Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  any  other 
law,  balances  of  funds  appropriated  for  the  purposes  of  this 
section  and  unobligated  at  the  end  of  any  fiscal  year  shall 
remain  available  for  obligation  during  the  first  three  months 
of  the  following  fiscal  year  only  to  assist  those  child-feeding 
activities  that  are  wholly  seasonal  in  nature,  such  as  summer 
camps  and  summer  recreational  programs. 

NUTRITIONAL  AND  OTHER  PROGRAM  REQUIREMENTS 

Sec.  406.  Nonprofit  institutions  to  which  funds  are  dis¬ 
bursed  under  this  title  shall  serve  meals  consisting  of  a 
combination  of  foods  and  meeting  minimum  nutritional 
standards  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  on  the  basis  of  tested 
nutritional  research.  Such  meals  shall  be  served  without 
cost  or  at  a  reduced  cost  to  children  determined  by  such 
institutions  to  be  unable  to  pay  the  full  cost.  In  making 
such  determination,  institutional  authorities  should,  to  the 
extent  practicable,  consult  with  public  welfare  and  health 
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agencies.  No  physical  segregation  or  other  discrimination 
against  any  child  shall  be  made  because  of  his  inability  to 
pay. 

TITLE  V— NONFOOD  ASSISTANCE  PROGRAM 

AUTHORIZATION 

Sec.  501.  The  Secretary  shall  formulate  and  carry  out 
a  program  to  assist  the  States  through  grants-in-aid  and 
other  means  to  supply  schools  drawing  attendance  from 
areas  in  which  poor  economic  conditions  exist  with  facilities, 
other  than  land  and  buildings,  for  the  storage,  preparation, 
transportation,  and  serving  of  food  to  enable  such  schools  to 
establish,  maintain,  and  expand  school  food  service  programs. 

APPORTIONMENTS  TO  STATES 
Sec.  502.  The  Secretary  shall  apportion  the  fluids  ap¬ 
propriated  for  the  purposes  of  this  title  among  the  States 
during  each  fiscal  year  on  the  same  basis  as  apportionments 
are  made  under  section  102  of  title  I  of  this  Act  for  supply¬ 
ing  agricultural  and  other  foods,  except  that  apportionment 
to  American  Samoa  for  any  fiscal  year  shall  be  on  the  same 
basis  as  the  apportionment  to  the  other  States.  Payments 
to  any  State  of  funds  apportioned  for  any  fiscal  year  shall 
be  made  upon  condition  that  one-fourth  of  the  cost  of  any 
facilities  financed  under  this  title  shall  be  borne  by  State  or 
local  funds. 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 


23 


STATE  DISBUESEMENT  TO  SCHOOLS 
Sec.  503.  Funds  apportioned  and  paid  to  any  State  for 
the  purpose  of  this  title  shall  be  disbursed  by  the  State  edu¬ 
cational  agency  to  assist  schools,  which  draw  attendance 
from  areas  in  which  poor  economic  conditions  exist  and 
which  have  no,  or  grossly  inadequate,  facilities,  to  conduct 
a  school  food  service  program,  and  to  acquire  such  facilities. 
Disbursements  to  any  school  may  be  made,  by  advances  or 
reimbursements,  only  after  approval  by  the  State  educational 
agency  of  a  request  by  the  school  for  fimds,  accompanied  by 
a  detailed  description  of  the  facilities  to  be  acquired  and  the 
plans  for  the  use  thereof  in  effectively  meeting  the  nutri¬ 
tional  needs  of  children  in  the  school. 

NONPEOFIT  PEIYATE  SCHOOLS 
Sec.  504.  If  in  any  State  the  State  educational  agency 
is  not  permitted  by  law  to  disburse  the  funds  paid  to  it 
under  this  title  to  nonprofit  private  schools  in  the  State,  the 
Secretary  shall  withhold  from  the  funds  apportioned  to  such 
State  under  section  502  an  amount  which  bears  the  same 
ratio  to  such  funds  as  the  number  of  lunches,  consisting  of  a 
combination  of  foods  and  meeting  the  minimum  requirements 
prescribed  by  the  Secretary  under  section  105  of  this  Act, 
served  in  the  preceding  fiscal  year  by  all  nonprofit  private 
schools  participating  in  the  program  under  title  I  within  the 
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State,  as  determined  by  the  Secretary,  bears  to  the  participa¬ 
tion  rate  for  the  State.  The  Secretary  shall  disburse  the 
funds  so  withheld  directly  to  the  nonprofit  private  schools 
within  such  State  for  the  same  purposes  and  subject  to  the 
same  conditions  as  are  required  of  a  State  educational  agency 
disbursing  funds  made  available  under  this  title. 

TITLE  VI— DEFINITIONS  AND  GENERAL 

PROVISIONS 

DEFINITIONS 

Sec.  601.  Eor  the  purposes  of  this  Act — 

(a)  “State”  means  any  of  the  fifty  States,  the  District 
of  Columbia,  the  Commonwealth  of  Puerto  Rico,  the  Virgin 
Islands,  Guam,  or  American  Samoa. 

(b)  “State  educational  agency”  means,  as  the  State 
legislature  may  determine,  ( 1 )  the  chief  State  school  officer 
( such  as  the  State  superintendent  of  public  instruction,  com¬ 
missioner  of  education,  or  similar  officer),  or  (2)  a  board 
of  education  controlling  the  State  department  of  education. 

(c)  “Nonprofit  private  school”  means  any  private  school 
exempt  from  income  tax  under  section  501  (c)  (3)  of  the 
Internal  Revenue  Code  of  1954. 

(d)  “Nonprofit  institution”  means  any  public  or  pri¬ 
vate  institution,  except  a  school  or  other  educational  institu¬ 
tion  of  higher  learning,  which  provides  for  the  care  and 
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training  of  children  and  no  part  of  the  earnings  of  which 
inures  to  the  benefit  of  any  private  shareholder  or  institution. 

(e)  “Participation  rate”  for  a  State  means  a  number 
equal  to  the  total  number  of  lunches,  consisting  of  a  combina¬ 
tion  of  foods  and  meeting  the  minimum  requirements  pre¬ 
scribed  by  the  Secretary  pursuant  to  section  105  of  this  Act, 
served  in  the  preceding  fiscal  year  by  schools  participating 
in  the  programs  under  title  I  of  this  Act  in  the  State,  as 
determined  by  the  Secretary. 

(f)  “Assistance  need  rate”  (1)  in  the  case  of  any 
State  whose  per  capita  income  is  equal  to  or  greater  than 
the  annual  per  capita  income  for  all  the  States,  shall  'be 
five;  and  (2)  in  the  case  of  any  State  having  an  average 
annual  per  capita  income  less  than  the  average  annual  per 
capita  income  for  all  the  States,  shall  be  the  product  of  five 
and  the  quotient  obtained  by  dividing  the  average  annual 
per  capita  income  for  all  the  States  by  the  average  annual 
per  capita  income  for  such  State,  except  that  such  product 
may  not  exceed  nine  for  any  such  State.  For  the  purposes 
of  this  paragraph  the  average  annual  per  capita  income  for 
any  State  and  for  all  the  States  shall  be  determined  by  the 
Secretary  on  the  basis  of  the  average  annual  per  capita 
income  for  each  State  and  for  all  the  States  for  the  three  most 
recent  years  for  which  such  data  are  available ;  and  the 
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average  annual  per  capita  income  for  American  Samoa  shall 
be  disregarded  in  determining  the  average  annual  per  capita 
income  for  all  the  States  for  periods  ending  before  July  1, 
1967. 

(g)  “School”  means  any  public  or  nonprofit  private 
school  of  high  school  grade  and  under,  including  kindergarten 
and  preschool  programs  operated  by  such  school. 

(h)  “Secretary”  means  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

ACCOUNTS  AND  RECORDS 

Sec.  602.  States,  State  educational  agencies,  schools, 
and  nonprofit  institutions  participating  in  programs  under 
this  Act  shall  keep  such  accounts  and  records  as  may  be 
necessary  to  enable  the  Secretary  to  determine  whether  there 
has  been  compliance  with  this  Act  and  the  regulations  here¬ 
under.  Such  accounts  and  records  shall  at  all  times  be 
available  for  inspection  and  audit  by  representatives  of  the 
Secretary  and  shall  be  preserved  for  such  period  of  time, 
not  in  excess  of  three  years,  as  the  Secretary  determines  is 
necessary. 

PROHIBITIONS 

Sec.  603.  (a)  In  carrying  out  the  provisions  of  this 
Act,  neither  the  Secretary  nor  the  State  shall  impose  any 
requirements  with  respect  to  teaching  personnel,  curriculum, 
instruction,  methods  of  instruction,  and  materials  of  instruc¬ 
tion  in  any  school  or  nonprofit  institution. 
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(b)  The  value  of  assistance  to  children  under  this  Act 
shall  not  be  considered  to  be  income  or  resources  for  any 
purpose  under  any  Federal  or  State  laws  including,  but  not 
limited  to,  laws  relating  to  taxation,  welfare,  and  public 
assistance  programs. 

(c)  Expenditures  of  funds  from  State  and  local  sources 
for  the  maintenance  of  food  programs  for  children  shall  not 
be  diminished  as  a  result  of  funds  received  under  this  Act. 

PAYMENTS  TO  STATES 

Sec.  604.  The  Secretary  shall  certify  to  the  Secretary 
of  the  Treasury  from  time  to  time  the  amounts  to  be  paid 
to  any  State  under  this  Act  and  the  time  or  times  such 
amounts  are  to  be  paid;  and  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury 
shall  pay  to  the  State  at  the  time  or  times  fixed  by  the 
Secretary  the  amounts  so  certified. 

STATE  ADMINISTBATIVE  EXPENSES 
Sec.  605.  The  Secretary  may  utilize  not  to  exceed  1|- 
per  centum  of  the  total  funds  appropriated  under  this  Act 
for  any  fiscal  year  for  advances  to  each  State  educational 
agency  for  use  for  its  administrative  expenses  in  carrying  out 
programs  under  this  Act:  Provided,  That  no  such  agency 
shall  receive  a  sum  greater  than  1  per  centum  of  the  funds 
apportioned  to  it  under  this  Act,  or  $7,500,  whichever  is 
greater.  The  amount  of  such  payments  shall  be  deducted 
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from  such  appropriated  funds  prior  to  any  apportionment 
thereof  under  this  Act. 

SELECTION  OF  SCHOOLS 

Sec.  606.  In  the  selection  of  schools  to  receive  Federal 
assistance  under  section  107  and  under  titles  II,  III,  IV  and 
V  of  this  Act  and  in  the  selection  of  nonprofit  institutions  to 
receive  assistance  under  title  IV  of  this  Act,  the  State  agency 
shall  adopt  the  methods  and  procedures  necessary  to  assure 
coordination  with  and  give,  where  the  need  is  comparable, 
preference  to  programs  carried  on  under  the  Elementary  and 
Secondary  Education  Act  of  1965  and  the  Economic  Oppor¬ 
tunity  Act  of  1964  in  such  schools  or  institutions. 

UTILIZATION  OF  FOODS 

Sec.  607.  Each  school  and  nonprofit  institution  partici¬ 
pating  under  this  Act  shall,  insofar  as  practicable,  utilize  in 
its  program  foods  designated  from  time  to  time  by  the  Secre¬ 
tary  as  being  in  abundance,  either  nationally  or  in  the  school 
area,  or  foods  donated  by  the  Secretary.  Eoods  available 
under  section  416  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949  (63  Stat. 
1058),  as  amended,  or  purchased  under  section  32  of  the 
Act  of  August  24,  1935  (49  Stat.  774),  as  amended,  or 
section  709  of  the  Eood  and  Agriculture  Act  of  1965  (79 
Stat.  1212) ,  may  he  donated  by  the  Secretary  to  schools,  in 
accordance  with  the  needs  as  determined  by  local  school 
authorities,  and  to  nonprofit  institutions  for  utilization  in 
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their  feeding  programs  under  this  Act,  as  well  as  to  other 
schools  carrying  out  nonprofit  school  lunch  programs  and 
other  institutions  authorized  to  receive  such  foods. 

NONPEOFIT  PEOGEAMS 

Sec.  608.  The  food  and  milk  service  programs  in  schools 
and  nonprofit  institutions  receiving  assistance  under  this  Act 
shall  be  conducted  on  a  nonprofit  basis. 

STATISTICAL  DATA 

Sec.  609.  Data  on  numbers  of  children  of  ages  five 


through  seventeen  and  on  per  capita  income  shall  be  made 
available  by  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  to  the  Secretary 
and,  except  where  otherwise  expressly  stated  in  this  Act, 
shall  be  the  latest  available. 


EEGULATIONS 


Sec.  610.  The  Secretary  shall  prescribe  such  regula¬ 
tions  as  he  may  deem  necessary  to  carry  out  this  Act. 


APPEOPEIATIONS  AUTHOEIZED 
Sec.  611.  For  each  fiscal  year  there  is  hereby  author¬ 
ized  to  be  appropriated  such  funds  as  may  he  necessary  to 
enable  the  Secretary  to  carry  out  each  of  the  titles  of  this 
Act:  Provided ,  however,  That  no  appropriation  shall  he 
made  for  purposes  of  titles  III  and  IV  for  any  fiscal  year 
commencing  on  or  after  July  1,  1969,  unless  otherwise 
expressly  authorized. 
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1  EFFECTIVE  DATES 

2  Sec.  612.  This  Act  shall  be  effective  upon  enactment, 

3  except  that  titles  I  and  II  of  this  Ac,t  shall  be  effective  begin- 

4  ning  with  the  first  fiscal  year  after  enactment  and  shall 

5  supersede,  respectively,  the  National  School  Lunch  Act  (60 

6  Stat.  230),  as  amended,  and  the  Act  of  July  1,  1958  (72 

7  Stat.  276),  as  amended.  Tor  the  first  year  of  operation, 

8  references  in  title  I  and  title  II  of  this  Act  to  participation 

9  in  the  preceding  fiscal  year  shall  refer  to  participation,  re- 

10  spectively,  in  the  programs  under  the  National  School  Lunch 

11  Act,  as  amended,  and  the  Act  of  July  1,  1958,  as  amended. 
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3467 


IN  THE  SENATE  OE  THE  UNITED  STATES 


June  6,  1966 

Afr.  Ellender  (by  request)  introduced  die  following  bill ;  which  was  read  twice 
and  referred  to  the  Conun  it  tee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry 


To  amend  the  National  School  Lunch  Act,  as  amended,  to 
strengthen  and  expand  food  service  programs  for 
children. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Beprcsenfa- 

2  fives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled, 

3  That  the  National  School  Lunch  Act,  as  amended,  is 

4  amended — 

5  (A)  By  inserting  in  section  3  before  the  period  at 
G  the  end  thereof  the  following  phrase:  “and  other  than 

7  sections  13  through  15.” 

8  (B)  By  inserting  in  section  G  after  the  word  “Act” 

9  where  it  first  occurs  the  following:  “  (other  than  sections 

10  13  through  15) .” 
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(C)  By  adding  at  the  end  of  subsection  (d)  of 
section  12,  the  following  new  paragraph: 

“  (8)  ‘Nonprofit  institution’  means  any  public  or  private 
institution,  except  a  school  or  other  educational  institution 
of  higher  learning,  which  provides  for  the  care  and  train¬ 
ing  of  children  and  no  part  of  the  net  earnings  of  which 
inures  to  the  benefit  of  any  private  shareholder  or  individual.” 

(D)  By  adding  at  the  end  of  the  Act  the  follow¬ 
ing  new  sections: 

“special  milk  peogeam 


“authorization 

“Sec.  13.  There  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated 
for  the  fiscal  year  beginning  July  1,  1967,  and  each  fiscal 
year  thereafter  during  the  period  ending  June  30,  1970, 


such  sums  as  may  be  necessary,  but  not  in  excess  of 
$100,000,000  for  any  fiscal  year,  to  enable  the  Secretary 
of  Agriculture,  under  such  rules  and  regulations  as  he  may 
deem  in  the  public  interest,  to  encourage  consumption  of 
fluid  milk  by  children  in  the  United  States  in  (1)  nonprofit 
schools  of  high  school  grade  and  under,  and  (2)  nonprofit 
nursery  schools,  child-care  centers,  settlement  houses,  sum¬ 
mer  camps,  and  similar  nonprofit  institutions  devoted  to  the 
care  and  training  of  children.  For  the  purposes  of  this 
section  ‘United  States’  means  the  fifty  States  and  the  District 
of  Columbia. 
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“school  breakfast  program 
“authorization 

“Sec.  14.  (a)  There  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appro¬ 
priated  for  each  of  the  fiscal  years  ending  June  30,  1967, 
1968,  and  1969  such  sums  as  may  be  necessary  to  enable 
the  Secretary  to  formulate  and  carry  out  a  pilot  program 
to  assist  States  through  grants-in-aid  and  other  means,  to 
initiate,  maintain  or  expand  nonprofit  breakfast  programs 
in  schools  drawing  attendance  from  areas  in  which  poor 
economic  conditions  exist  and  in  schools  to  which  a  sub¬ 
stantial  proportion  of  the  children  enrolled  must  travel  long 
distances. 

“apportionment  to  states 

“(b)  Of  the  funds  appropriated  for  the  purposes  of 

this  section  for  any  fiscal  year,  the  Secretary  shall  reserve 

3  per  centum  for  apportionment  to  Guam,  the  Virgin  Islands, 

Puerto  Rico,  and  American  Samoa.  Such  funds  shall  be 

apportioned  among  such  States  on  the  basis  of  the  ratio  of 

the  number  of  children  of  ages  five  through  seventeen  in 

each  such  State  to  the  number  of  all  children  of  ages  five 

through  seventeen  in  all  such  States. 

“(c)  Of  the  remainder  of  the  funds  appropriated,  the 

Secretary  shall  for  each  fiscal  year,  (1)  apportion  the  first 

$2,500,000  equally  among  the  States,  other  than  Guam, 

the  Viroin  Islands,  Puerto  Rico,  and  American  Samoa,  and 
&  7 
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(2)  apportion  the  remainder  among  such  States  on  the 
basis  of  the  ratio  of  the  number  of  children  in  each  State  of 


ages  five  through  seventeen  in  families  with  incomes  of  less 
than  $2,000  per  annum  plus  the  number  of  children  of  ages 
live  through  seventeen  in  families  receiving  more  than 
$2,000  per  annum  from  payments  under  the  Department 
of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare’s  program  of  aid  to 
families  with  dependent  children  to  the  total  number  of 
such  children  in  the  fifty  States  and  the  District  of  Columbia. 


u 


STATE  DISBURSEMENT  TO  SCHOOLS 


“  (d)  Funds  apportioned  and  paid  to  any  State  for  the 
purpose  of  this  section  shall  he  disbursed  by  the  State  educa¬ 
tional  agency  to  schools  selected  by  the  State  educational 
agency,  to  reimburse  such  schools  for  the  cost  of  obtaining 
agricultural  and  other  foods  for  consumption  by  needy 
children  in  a  breakfast  program  and  for  the  purpose  of  sub¬ 
section  (e).  Such  food  costs  may  include,  in  addition  to 
the  purchase  price,  the  cost  of  processing,  distributing,  trans¬ 
porting,  storing,  and  handling.  Disbursement  to  schools 
shall  be  made  at  such  rates  per  meal  or  on  such  other  basis 
as  the  Secretary  shall  prescribe.  In  selecting  schools,  the 
State  educational  agency  shall,  to  the  extent  practicable,  give 
first  consideration  to  those  schools  drawing  attendance  from 


areas  in  which  poor  economic  conditions  exist. 

“  (e)  In  circumstances  of  severe  need  where  the  rate  per 
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meal  established  by  the  Secretary  is  deemed  by  him  insuf¬ 
ficient  to  carry  on  an  effective  breakfast  program  in  a  school, 
the  Secretary  may  authorize  financial  assistance  up  to  90 
per  centum  of  the  operating  costs  of  such  a  program,  in¬ 
cluding  cost  of  obtaining,  preparing,  and  serving  food. 
“nutritional  and  other  program  requirements 
“  (f)  Breakfasts  served  by  schools  participating  in  the 
school  breakfast  program  under  this  section  shall  consist  of  a 
combination  of  foods  and  shall  meet  minimum  nutritional 
requirements  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  on  the  basis  of 
tested  nutritional  research.  Such  breakfasts  shall  be  served 
without  cost  or  at  a  reduced  cost  to  children  who  are  deter¬ 
mined  by  local  school  authorities  to  be  unable  to  pay  the  full 
cost  of  the  breakfast.  In  making  such  determinations,  such 
local  authorities  should,  to  the  extent  practicable,  consult 
with  public  welfare  and  health  agencies.  No  physical  seg¬ 
regation  of  or  other  discrimination  against  any  child  shall  be 
made  by  the  school  because  of  his  inability  to  pay. 

“nonprofit  private  schools 
“(g)  If  in  any  State  the  State  educational  agency  is  not 
permitted  by  law  to  disburse  the  funds  paid  to  it  under  this 
section  to  nonprofit  private  schools,  the  Secretary  shall  with¬ 
hold  from  the  funds  apportioned  to  any  such  State  under 
subsections  (b)  and  (c)  of  this  section  an  amount  based  on 
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the  ratio  of  the  number  of  children  enrolled  in  nonprofit 
private  schools  within  the  State  to  the  total  number  of  chil¬ 
dren  enrolled  in  all  schools  within  the  State.  The  Secretary 
shall  disburse  the  funds  so  withheld  directly  to  the  nonprofit 
private  schools  within  such  State  for  the  same  purposes  and 
subject  to  the  same  conditions  as  are  required  of  a  State 
educational  agency  disbursing  funds  made  available  under 
this  section. 

“nonfood  assistance  program 
“authorization 

“Sec.  15.  (a)  There  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appro¬ 
priated  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1968,  and  for 
each  fiscal  year  thereafter  such  sums  as  may  he  necessary 
to  enable  the  Secretary  to  formulate  and  carry  out  a  program 
to  assist  the  States  through  grants-in-aid  and  other  means  to 
supply  schools  drawing  attendance  from  areas  in  which  poor 
economic  conditions  exist  with  facilities,  other  than  land  and 
buildings,  for  the  storage,  preparation,  transportation,  and 
serving  of  food  to  enable  such  schools  to  establish,  maintain, 
and  expand  school  food  service  programs. 

“apportionments  to  states 
“(b)  The  Secretary  shall  apportion  the  funds  appro¬ 
priated  for  the  purposes  of  this  section  among  the  States 
during  each  fiscal  year  on  the  same  basis  as  apportionments 
are  made  under  section  4  of  this  Act  for  supplying  agricul- 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 


i 


tural  and  other  foods,  except  that  apportionment  to  American 
Samoa  for  any  fiscal  year  shall  be  on  the  same  basis  as  the 
apportionment  to  the  other  States.  Payments  to  any  State 
of  funds  apportioned  for  any  fiscal  year  shall  be  made  upon 
condition  that  one-fourth  of  the  cost  of  any  facilities  financed 
under  this  subsection  shall  be  borne  by  State  or  local  funds. 
“state  disbursement  to  schools 
“(c)  Funds  apportioned  and  paid  to  any  State  for  the 
purpose  of  this  section  shall  be  disbursed  by  the  State  edu¬ 
cational  agency  to  assist  schools,  which  draw  attendance  from 
areas  in  which  poor  economic  conidtions  exist  and  which 
have  no,  or  grossly  inadequate,  facilities,  to  conduct  a  school 
food  service  program,  and  to  acquire  such  facilities.  Dis¬ 
bursements  to  any  school  may  be  made,  by  advances  or  re¬ 
imbursements,  only  after  approval  by  the  State  educational 
agency  of  a  request  by  the  school  for  funds,  accompanied 
by  a  detailed  description  of  the  facilities  to  be  acquired  and 
the  plans  for  the  use  thereof  in  effectively  meeting  the  nutri¬ 
tional  needs  of  children  in  the  school. 

“nonprofit  private  schools 
“(d)  If  in  any  State  the  State  educational  agency  is  not 
permitted  by  law  to  disburse  the  funds  paid  to  it  under  this 
section  to  nonprofit  private  schools  in  the  State,  the  Secre¬ 
tary  shall  withhold  from  the  funds  apportioned  to  such  State 
under  subsection  (b)  an  amount  which  bears  the  same  ratio 
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to  such  funds  as  the  number  of  lunches,  consisting  of  a 
combination  of  foods  and  meeting  the  minimum  requirements 
prescribed  by  the  Secretary  under  section  9  of  this  Act 
served  in  the  preceding  fiscal  year  by  all  nonprofit  private 
schools  participating  in  the  program  under  section  2  within 
the  State,  as  determined  by  the  Secretary,  bears  to  the  par¬ 
ticipation  rate  for  the  State.  The  Secretary  shall  disburse 
the  funds  so  withheld  directly  to  the  nonprofit  private  schools 
within  such  State  for  the  same  purposes  and  subject  to  the 
same  conditions  as  are  required  of  a  State  educational  agency 
disbursing  funds  made  available  under  this  section. 

“payments  to  states 

“Sec.  16.  The  Secretary  shall  certify  to  the  Secretary 
of  the  Treasury  from  time  to  time  the  amounts  to  be  paid 
to  any  State  under  section  1 3  through  1 7  of  this  Act  and  the 
time  or  times  such  amounts  are  to  be  paid;  and  the  Secretary 
of  the  Treasury  shall  pay  to  the  State  at  the  time  or  times 
fixed  by  the  Secretary  the  amounts  so  certified. 

“state  administrative  expenses 

“Sec.  17.  The  Secretary  may  utilize  not  to  exceed  IT 
per  centum  of  the  total  funds  appropriated  under  this  Act 
for  any  fiscal  year  for  advances  to  each  State  educational 
agency  for  use  for  its  administrative  expenses  in  carrying  out 
programs  under  this  Act:  Provided ,  That  no  such  agency 
shall  receive  a  sum  greater  than  1  per  centum  of  the  funds 
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apportioned  to  it  under  this  Act,  or  $7,500,  whichever  is 
greater.  The  amount  of  such  payments  shall  he  deducted 
from  such  appropriated  funds  prior  to  any  apportionment 
thereof  under  this  Act. 


SELECTION  OF  SCHOOLS 

“Sec.  18.  In  the  selection  of  schools  and  nonprofit  in¬ 
stitutions  to  receive  Federal  assistance  under  sections  13,  14, 
and  15  of  this  Act,  the  State  agency  shall  adopt  the  methods 
and  procedures  necessary  to  assure  coordination  with  and 
give,  where  the  need  is  comparable',  preference  to  programs 
carried  on  under  the  Elementary  and  Secondary  Education 
Act  of  1965  and  the  Economic  Opportunity  Act  of  19(54  in 
such  schools  or  institutions. 

“utilization  of  foods 

“Sec.  19.  Each  school  and  nonprofit  institution  partici¬ 
pating  under  section  14  of  this  Act  shall,  insofar  as  practi¬ 
cable,  utilize  in  its  program  foods  designated  from  time  to 
time  by  the  Secretary  as  being  in  abundance,  either  na¬ 
tionally  or  in  the  school  area,  or  foods  donated  by  the  Secre- 
tary.  Foods  available  under  section  416  of  the  Agricultural 
Act  of  1949  (63  Stat.  1058),  as  amended,  or  purchased 
under  section  32  of  the  Act  of  August  24,  1935  (49  Stat. 
774),  as  amended,  or  section  709  of  the  Food  and  Agri¬ 
culture  Act  of  1965  (79  Stat,  1212),  may  be  donated  by 
the  Secretary  to  schools,  in  accordance  with  the  needs  as 
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determined  by  local  school  authorities,  and  to  nonprofit 
institutions  for  utilization  in  their  feeding  programs  under 
this  Act,  as  well  as  to  other  schools  carrying  out  nonprofit 
school  lunch  programs  and  other  institutions  authorized  to 
receive  such  foods. 


“nonprofit  programs 


“Sec.  20.  The  food  and  milk  service  programs  in  schools 
and  nonprofit  institutions  receiving  assistance  under  this  Act 
shall  be  conducted  on  a  nonprofit  basis. 

“statistical  data 


( 


“Sec.  21.  Data  on  numbers  of  children  of  ages  five 
through  seventeen  and  on  per  capita  income  shall  be  made 
available  by  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  to  the  Secretary  and, 
except  where  otherwise  expressly  stated  in  this  Act,  shall  lie 
the  latest  available. 


REGULATIONS 


( 


“Sec.  22.  The  Secretary  shall  prescribe  such  regulations 


as  he  may  deem  necessary  to  carry  out  this  Act. 

“prohibitions 


“Sec.  23(a)  In  carrying  out  the  provisions  of  section 
13  of  this  Act,  neither  the  Secretary  nor  the  State  shall  im¬ 


pose  any  requirements  with  respect  to  teaching  personnel, 
curriculum,  instruction,  methods  of  instruction,  and  materials 
of  instruction  in  any  nonprofit  institution. 

“  (b)  The  value  of  assistance  to  children  under  this  Act 


11 


1  shall  not  he  considered  to  be  income  or  resources  for  any  pur- 

2  pose  under  any  Federal  or  State  laws  including,  hut  not 

3  limited  to,  laws  relating  to  taxation,  welfare,  and  public 

4  assistance  programs.  Expenditures  of  funds  from  State  and 

5  local  sources  for  the  maintenance  of  food  programs  for  cliil- 

6  dren  shall  not  he  diminished  as  a  result  of  funds  received 

7  under  this  Act. 

8  “Sec.  24.  The  Secretary  may  extend  the  benefits  of 

9  school  feeding  programs  under  this  Act  to  include  preschool 
10  programs  operated  as  part  of  the  school  system." 
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ie  ACTING  PRESIDENT  pro  tem¬ 
pore  The  bill  will  be  received  and  ap¬ 
propriately  referred;  and,  without  objec¬ 
tion,  the  bill  will  be  printed  in  the 
Record  \nd  will  lie  on  the  desk,  as  re¬ 
quested  bV  the  Senator  from  New  York. 

The  bill  \S.  3454)  to  amend  the  Na¬ 
tional  LaboryRelations  Act  to  provide 
for  the.  holdink  of  expedited  prehearing 
elections  in  representation  cases  involv¬ 
ing  no  substantial  issues  of  fact  or  law, 
and  for  other  purposes,  introduced  by 
Mr.  Javits,  was  received,  read  twice  by  its 
title,  referred  to  the  Committee  on  Labor 
and  Public  Welfare,  amj  ordered  to  be 
printed  in  the  Record,  as  hallows : 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senat\and  House  of 
Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled,  That  section 
9(c)  of  the  National  Labor  Relations  Act,  as 
amended*4s  amended  by  adding  th\  follow¬ 
ing  new  paragraph: 

“(6)  Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of 
paragraph  (1)  of  this  subsection,  the  Shard 
through  its  designated  representative,\if 
there  is  reasonable  cause  to  believe  that 
question  of  representation  affecting  com-' 
merce  exists,  may  call  an  informal  confer¬ 
ence  of  the  parties  upon  due  notice.  If  at 
such  conference  no  agreement  is  reached  for 
a  consent  election,  and  there  are  no  substan¬ 
tial  issues  of  fact  or  law  which  should  be 
resolved  by  a  preelection  hearing,  the  Board, 
through  its  designated  representative,  may 
conduct  an  election  in  an  appropriate  unit. 
Any  party  aggrieved  by  such  proceeding  may 
file  a  motion  for  hearing  with  the  Board, 
but  such  motion  shall  not,  unless  specifically 
ordered  by  the  Board,  operate  as  a  stay  of 
the  election.” 


BILL  TO  PROVIDE  FOR  ISSUANCE  OF 
TEMPORARY  INJUNCTIONS  WHEN¬ 
EVER  THE  NLRB  FINDS  REASON¬ 
ABLE  CAUSE  TO  BELIEVE  THAT 
AN  UNFAIR  LABOR  PRACTICE 
HAS  BEEN  COMMITTED  WHILE  A 
REPRESENTATION  ELECTION  IS 
PENDING 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Next,  Mr.  President,  I 
send  to  the  desk  a  bill  to  provide  for 
the  issuance  of  temporary  injunctions 
whenever  there  is  reasonable  cause  to 
believe  that  unfair  labor  practices  have 
been  committed  while  an  NLRB  repre¬ 
sentation  election  is  pending,  and  I 
that  this  bill,  also,  be  held  at  the  d^k 
for  1  week  for  cosponsors,  and  tha^;  its 
text  be  printed  in  the  record. 

The  ACTING  PRESIDENT  pv6  tern-  | 
pore.  The  bill  will  be  received/and  ap¬ 
propriately  referred;  and,  without  objec¬ 
tion,  the  bill  will  be  printed  icr the  Record 
and  will  lie  on  the  desk,  aa' requested  by 
the  Senator  from  New  York. 

The  bill  (S.  3455)  to/amend  the  Na¬ 
tional  Labor  Relations  Act  to  provide 
for  the  issuance  of/temporary  injunc¬ 
tions  whenever  th e/e  is  reasonable  cause 
to  believe  that  an  unfair  labor  practice 
has  been  committed  while  a  representa¬ 
tion  electiom-is  pending,  and  for  other 
purposes,  introduced  by  Mr.  Javits,  was 
received,  read  twice  by  its  title,  referred 
to  the  Committee  on  Labor  and  Public 
Welfares  and  ordered  to  be  printed  in 
the  Record,  as  follows: 

Be  /t  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of 
Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
AtjCerica  in  Congress  assembled,  That  section 
of  the  National  Labor  Relations  Act,  as 


amended,  is  amended  by  adding  the  following 
new  subsection: 

“(n)  Whenever  it  is  charged  that  any  per¬ 
son  has  engaged  in  any  unfair  labor  practice 
of  any  kind  in  relation  to  any  collective  bar¬ 
gaining  unit  as  to  which  there  is  pending  a 
petition  for  an  election  under  section  9(a)  or 
section  8(b)(7),  and  the  officer  or  regional 
attorney  to  whom  the  matter  may  be  referred 
has  reasonable  cause  to  believe  that  such 
charge  is  true  and  that  a  complaint  should 
issue,  such  officer  or  regional  attorney  shall, 
on  behalf  of  the  Board,  petition  any  district 
court  of  the  United  States  (including  the 
District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  the 
District  of  Columbia)  within  any  district 
Where  the  unfair  labor  practice  in  question 
is  alleged  to  have  occurred,  or  wherein  such 
person  resides  or  transacts  business,  for  ap¬ 
propriate  injunctive  relief  pending  the  final 
adjudication  of  the  Board  with  respect  to 
such  matter.  Upon  the  filing  of  such  peti¬ 
tion  for  injunctive  relief,  the  Board  .shall 
suspend  further  proceedings  with  respect  to 
the  petition  for  an  election  until  the  district 
court  shall  have  entered  an  order  granting 
or  denying  the  relief  sought  and  (i)  any 
appeal  therefrom  shall  have  been  decided  or 
(ii)  the  time  for  taking  an  appeal  (including 
any  further  appeal)  shall  have  expired  and 
such  appeal  sl>all  not  have  been  taken.  Iny 
any  case  in  which  a  petition  for  injunctive 
relief  under  this  subsection  shall  have  been 
dispo^d  of  on  the  merits,  the  conduct  form¬ 
ing  thX  basis  for  the  unfair  labor  practice 
charge  ok  enjoined  or  sought  to  be  cyl joined 
(except  copduct  occurring  subsequent  to  and 
in  violationyof  an  order  granting -injunctive 
relief  pursuant  to  a  petition  therefor  filed 
under  this  subjection)  shall  nai  be  grounds 
for  setting  asides,  an  election  thereafter  held 
in  such  case.  The  provisions  of  subsection 
(1)  relating  to  the  jurisdiction  and  procedure 
of  the  court  with  respect  to  petitions  for 
injunctive  relief  shalNtie  applicable  in  the 
case  of  such  petiti^ny  filed  under  this 
subsection.”  / 

BILL  TO  PROVIDE  FOR\THE  HOLD¬ 
ING  OF  EXPEDITED  NLRB  ELEC¬ 
TIONS  IN  LIEU  OF  RECOGNITION 
ON  TrIE  BASIS  OF  \“CARD 
CHECKS” 


Mi '/ JAVITS.  Finally,  Mr.  President, 
I  sjiomit,  for  appropriate  reference^  a 
hm  to  provide  for  the  holding  of  e: 
edited  representation  elections  by  the' 
LRB  where  labor  organizations  seek 
recognition  on  the  basis  of  employees’ 
authorizations  or  similar  evidence.  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  this  bill 
also  be  held  at  the  desk  for  1  week 
for  cosponsors,  and  that  its  text  be 
printed  in  the  Record  at  this  point. 

The  ACTING  PRESIDENT  pro  tem¬ 
pore.  The  bill  will  be  received  and  ap¬ 
propriately  referred;  and,  without  ob¬ 
jection,  the  bill  will  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  and  will  lie  on  the  desk,  as  re¬ 
quested  by  the  Senator  from  New  York. 

The  bill  (S.  3456)  to  amend  the  Na¬ 
tional  Labor  Relations  Act  so  as  to  pro¬ 
vide  for  the  holding  of  expedited  rep¬ 
resentation  elections  upon  petition  of 
employers  where  labor  organizations 
seek  recognition  on  the  basis  of  em¬ 
ployees’  authorizations  or  similar  evi¬ 
dence,  and  for  other  purposes,  intro¬ 
duced  by  Mr.  Javits,  was  received,  read 
twice  by  its  title,  referred  to  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Labor  and  Public  Welfare,  and 
ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record,  as 
follows : 


Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  Housey 
of  Representatives  of  the  United  States 
America  in  Congress  assembled,  that  sec¬ 
tion  8  of  the  National  Labor  Relations yAct, 
as  amended,  is  amended  by  adding  tlye  fol¬ 
lowing  new  subsection: 

“(g)  It  shall  be  an  unfair  laboi/practice 
under  subsection  (a)  (5)  of  this  section  for 
any  employer  to  refuse  to  recognize  a  labor 
organization  as  the  representative  of  his 
employee  if  such  employer¬ 
’ll)  has  been  presented y&ith  valid  cards 
or  other  unimpeached  evidence  purporting 
to  show  that  a  majority/of  employees  in  an 
appropriate  bargaining^  unit  desires  to  be 
represented  by  such  labor  organization;  and 
“(2)  has  failed  within  a  reasonable  time 
to  file  a  petition/  pursuant  to  paragraph 
(1)  (B)  of  sectiyd  9(c),  containing  the  al¬ 
legations  referred  to  in  paragraph  (6)  of 
such  section.”/ 

Sec.  2.  Section  9(c)  of  such  Act  as  amended 
by  adding /he  following  new  paragraph: 

“(6)  lyL  any  case  in  which  it  is  alleged 
in  a  petition  filed  by  an  employer  pursuant 
to  paragraph  (1)(B)  that  a  labor  organiza¬ 
tion/seeking  recognition  as  the  representa- 
tiw;  of  the  employees  of  such  employer  has 
Kesented  valid  cards  or  other  unimpeached 
Evidence  purporting  to  show  that  a  ma¬ 
jority  of  employees  in  an  appropriate  bar¬ 
gaining  unit  desires  to  be  represented  by 
such  labor  organization,  it  shall  be  the  duty 
of  the  Board,  if  it  determines  that  in  all 
other  respects  a  question  of  representation 
affecting  commerce  exists,  to  forthwith, 
without  regard  to  the  provisions  of  para¬ 
graph  ( 1 ) ,  direct  the  holding  of  such  an 
election  in  such  unit  as  the  Board  finds 
to  be  appropriate  and  to  certify  the  results 
thereof.  The  consideration  of  the  petition 
and  the  holding  of  the  election,  in  any  such 
case,  shall  not  be  delayed  by  reason  of 
the  pendency  of  an  unfair  labor  practice 
charge  based  upon  the  refusal  of  the  em¬ 
ployer  to  bargain  collectively  with  the  labor 
organization,  and  no  such  unfair  labor 
practice  charge  based  upon  a  refusal  to 
bargain  prior  to  the  election  shall  there¬ 
after  be  considered  unless  the  Board  de¬ 
termines  that  the  labor  organization  had 
once  been  authorized  to  represent  a  ma¬ 
jority  of  the  employees  in  the  bargaining 
unit,  but  that  as  a  result  of  a  course  of 
conduct  by  the  employer  in  violation  of 
section  8(a)  (other  than  unfair  labor  prac¬ 
tices  under  section  8(a)  (5) ),  such  labor  or¬ 
ganization  is  no  longer  authorized  to  rep¬ 
resent  such  majority.” 


AMENDMENT  OF  NATIONAL  SCHOOL 
LUNCH  ACT,  AS  AMENDED,  TO 
STRENGTHEN  AND  EXPAND  FOOD 
SERVICE  PROGRAMS  FOR  CHIL¬ 
DREN 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  I  in¬ 
troduce,  by  request,  a  bill  to  amend  the 
National  School  Lunch  Act,  as  amended, 
to  strengthen  and  expand  food  service 
programs  for  children.  While  the  mate¬ 
rial  contained  in  this  bill  was  requested 
by  the  administration,  I  have  made  some 
changes  in  it  and  have  omitted  some 
parts  of  the  legislation  requested. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  there 
may  be  printed  at  this  point  in  the  Rec¬ 
ord  a  short  explanation  of  the  bill,  as 
introduced,  together  with  a  section-by¬ 
section  explanation  of  it. 

The  ACTING  PRESIDENT  pro  tem¬ 
pore.  The  bill  will  be  received  and  ap¬ 
propriately  referred;  and,  without  objec¬ 
tion,  the  explanation  and  section-by -sec¬ 
tion  analysis  will  be  printed  in  the 
Record. 
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The  bill  (S.  3467)  to  amend  the  Na¬ 
tional  School  Lunch  Act,  as  amended,  to 
strengthen  and  expand  food  service  pro¬ 
grams  for  children,  introduced  by  Mr. 
Ellender,  by  request,  was  received,  read 
twice  by  its  title,  and  referred  to  the 
Committee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry. 

The  explanation  and  section-by-sec¬ 
tion  analysis  presented  by  Mr.  Ellender 
are  as  follows: 

Explanation  of  Bill 

The  bill  would  amend  the  National  School 
Lunch  Act  by  adding  provisions  for— 

( 1 )  A  special  milk  program  for  fiscal  years 
1967,  1968,  1969,  and  1970; 

(2)  A  pilot  breakfast  program  for  needy 
children  in  schools  drawing  attendance  from 
poor  economic  areas  and  in  schools  to  which 
the  children  must  travel  long  distances  for 
fiscal  years  1967,  1968,  and  1969; 

(3)  A  permanent  program  for  nonfood  as¬ 
sistance  to  schools  drawing  attendance  from 
areas  in  which  poor  economic  conditions 
exist;  and 

(4)  General  administration  (sections  16 
through  24) ,  including  provision  for — 

(A)  use  of  up  to  1 1/2  percent  of  the  funds 
appropriated  for  the  various  programs  for 
program  administrative  expenses  of  State  ed¬ 
ucational  agencies; 

(B)  coordination  with,  and  preference  to, 
programs  carried  on  under  the  Elementary 
and  Secondary  Education  Act  of  1965  and 
the  Economic  Opportunity  Act  of  1964; 

(C)  requiring  the  food  and  milk  service 
programs  to  be  conducted  in  a-  nonprofit 
basis; 

(D)  in  the  case  of  the  milk  program,  pro¬ 
hibiting  imposition  of  requirements  dealing 
with  teaching; 

(E)  providing  that  assistance  under  the  Act 
not  be  deemed  income  and  that  State  ex¬ 
penditures  for  child  food  programs  not  be 
reduced; 

(F)  authorizing  the  Secretary  to  extend 
school  feeding  programs  under  the  Act  to  in¬ 
clude  pre-school  programs  operated  as  part 
of  the  school  system. 


Section-by-Section  Explanation 
Section  1  (A)  keeps  the  appropriation  au¬ 
thorization  for  the  national  school  lunch 
program  separate  from  those  for  the  new 
programs. 

Section  1  (B)  excludes  funds  appropriated 
for  the  new  programs  from  section  6  of  the 
National  School  Lunch  Act,  which  provides 
that  part  of  the  funds  may  be  used  for 
Department  administrative  expenses  and 
part  may  be  used  for  direct  food  purchases. 

Section  1  (C)  defines  “nonprofit  institu¬ 
tion”  as  an  institution,  other  than  a  school, 
which  provides  for  the  care  and  training  of 
children  and  no  part  of  the  net  earnings 
of  which  inures  to  the  benefit  of  any  private 
shareholder  or  individual. 

Section  1  (D)  adds  new  sections  13 

through  24  to  the  National  School  Lunch 
Act  which  provide  as  follows : 

Section  13 — Special  Milk 
Section  14 — School  Breakfast 
Section  15 — Nonfood  Assistance 
Sections  16  through  24^— General  Provi¬ 
sions 

New  section  13,  which  provides  for  the 
special  milk  program  is  identical  to  section 
2  of  the  Act  of  July  1,  1958,  the  current 
authority  for  the  special  milk  program, 
except  that  the  current  authority  runs  only 
through  June  30,  1967,  while  the  new  au¬ 
thority  runs  through  fiscal  1969.  and  appro¬ 
priations  would  be  limited  to  not  more  than 
$100  million  per  year.  However,  since  the 
new  authority  would  be  part  of  the  National 
School  Lunch  Act,  the  general  provisions  of 
that  Act  would  be  applicable. 

Section  14  provides  for  a  pilot  school 
breakfast  program  for  fiscal  years  1967,  1968, 
and  1969. 
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Subsection  (a)  authorizes  appropriations 
for  such  program  in  schools  serving  children 
from  low-income  areas  and  in  schools  draw¬ 
ing  attendance  from  children  who  have  to 
travel  long  distances. 

Subsections  (b)  and  (c)  provide  for  ap¬ 
portionment  to  states.  Three  percent  would 
be  apportioned  to  Guam,  the  Virgin  Islands, 
Puerto  Rico,  and  America  Samoa,  on  the 
basis  of  the  number  of  children  aged  5 
through  17.  Prom  the  balance  the  other 
States  would  each  receive  first,  a  basic  grant 
of  $50,000  and,  second,  additional  funds  on 
the  basis  of  need  as  indicated  by  the  num¬ 
ber  of  children  in  the  State,  ages  5  through 
17,  in  families  with  income  of  less  than  $2,000 
plus  children,  ages  5  through  17,  in  fami¬ 
lies  receiving  assistance  under  the  program 
for  Aid  to  Families  with  Dependent  Chil¬ 
dren. 

Subsection  (d)  requires  States  to  disburse 
funds  to  schools  found  eligible  by  the  State 
educational  agency  at  rates  per  meal  that 
will  be  established  by  the  Secretary.  These 
funds  are  to  be  spent  only  for  food  for  needy 
children.  To  the  extent  practicable,  first 
consideration  will  be  giv^n  to  schools  in 
areas  of  economic  need. 

Subsection  (e)  provides  that  in  instances 
of  severe  need,  the  Secretary  may  authorize 
assistance  up  to  90  percent  of  the  operating 
cost  of  a  breakfast  program,  including  the 
cost  of  obtaining,  preparing  and  serving 
food. 

Subsection  (f)  requires  meals  served  under 
this  section  to  meet  nutritional  require¬ 
ments  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  on  the 
basis  of  tested  nutritional  research  and  to 
be  sreved  free  or  at  reduced  cost  to  those 
children  found,  by  local  school  authorities, 
to  be  unable  to  pay  the  full  cost.  This  is 
similar  to  the  requirement  contained  in  the 
existing  National  School  Lunch  Act. 

Subsection  (g)  provides  that  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture  will  administer  the 
program  in  nonprofit  private  schools  in 
those  States  whose  educational  agency  is 
forbidden,  by  law,  to  disburse  funds  to  oth¬ 
er  than  public  schools.  This  is  similar  to  the 
method  followed  under  the  National  School 
Lunch  Act. 

Section  5  provides  for  a  permanent  non¬ 
food  assistance  program  in  schools  drawing 
attendance  from  poor  economic  areas. 

Subsection  (a)  authorizes  appropriations 
to  assist  States  in  helping  such  schools  ac¬ 
quire  facilities,  other  than  land  and  build¬ 
ings,  for  the  storage,  preparation,  transpor¬ 
tation  and  .serving  of  food. 

Subsection  (b)  provides  that  funds  shall 
be  apportioned  among  the  States  on  the  same 
basis  as  school  lunch  funds  under  section  4. 
Payments  to  States  are  made  on  condition 
that  one-fourth  of  the  cost  of  any  facilities 
financed  shall  be  borne  by  State  or  local 
funds. 

Subsection  (c)  permits  the  State  educa¬ 
tional  agency  to  disburse  funds  to  eligible 
schools  by  advance  or  by  reimbursement  only 
on  request  from  the  school,  accompanied  by 
a  detailed  description  of  the  facilities  to  be 
acquired  and  plans  for  their  use  to  improve 
the  nutritional  needs  of  the  children  in  the 
school. 

Subsection  (d)  requires  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  to  administer  the  program  in 
nonprofit  private  schools  in  those  States 
where  the  State  educational  agency  is  not 
permitted,  by  law,  to  disburse  funds  to  other 
than  public  schools. 

Section  16  provides  that  the  Secretary  shall 
certify  to  the  Secretary  of  Treasury  payments 
to  be  made  to  any  State  under  the  new  pro¬ 
visions  and  the  Secretary  of  Treasury  shall 
make  the  payment.  This  is  the  same  proce¬ 
dure  currently  used  under  the  national 
school  lunch  program. 

Section  17  authorizes  the  Secretary  to  use 
up  to  iy2  percent  of  the  total  funds  appro¬ 
priated  under  the  National  School  Lunch  Act 
for  advances  to  State  educational  agencies 


for  administrative  purposes.  However,  no 
such  agency  would  receive  more  than  1  per¬ 
cent  of  the  funds  apportioned  to  it  under  the 
Act  or  $7,500,  whichever  is  greater. 

Section  18  provides  that  in  the  selection  of 
schools  and  nonprofit  institutions  to  receive 
Federal  assistance  under  the  special  milk  and 
other  programs  being  added  to  the  National 
School  Lunch  Act,  the  State  agency  shall 
adopt  methods  and  procedures  necessary  to 
assure  coordination  with  programs  carried  on 
under  the  Elementary  and  Secondary  Edu¬ 
cation  Act  of  1965  and  the  Economic  Oppor¬ 
tunity  Act  of  1964  in  such  schools  or  institu¬ 
tions  and,  in  cases  of  comparable  need,  give 
preference  to  these  schools  or  institutions. 
The  Elementary  and  Secondary  Education 
Act  of  1965  provides  among  other  things  for 
financial  assistance  to  local  educational 
agencies  for  the  education  of  children  of  low- 
income  areas.  The  purpose  of  the  Economic 
Opportunity  Act  of  1964  is  to  eliminate  pov¬ 
erty.  Sections  611  and  612  of  the  latter  Act 
now  require  other  agencies,  in  the  adminis¬ 
tration  of  related  programs,  to  cooperate  and 
assist  in  carrying  out  the  purpose  of  the 
latter  Act  and  to  give  preference  to  applica¬ 
tions  made  in  connection  with  community 
action  programs  under  the  latter  Act. 

Section  19  requires  schools  and  nonprofit 
institutions  participating  in  the  breakfast 
program  to  use  to  the  extent  practicable 
foods  designated  by  the  Secretary  as  being 
in  abundance,  and  to  receive  foods  donated 
by  the  Department  of  Agriculture. 

Section  20  requires  all  food  and  milk  serv¬ 
ice  programs  receiving  assistance  under  the 
Act  to  be  operated  on  a  nonprofit  basis. 
This  is  similar  to  the  requirement  under  the 
National  School  Lunch  Act. 

Section  21  provides  that  information  on 
numbers  of  children,  ages  5  through  17,  and 
on  per  capita  income  shall  be  made  avail¬ 
able  by  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  and,  un¬ 
less  otherwise  specified,  shall  be  the  latest 
available. 

Section  22  authorizes  regulations. 

Section  23  prohibits — 

(a)  the  Secretary  and  the  States  from  im¬ 
posing  any  requirements  with  respect  to 
teaching  personnel,  curriculum,  or  materials 
of  instruction  in  carrying  out  the  special 
milk  or  other  programs  added  to  the  National 
School  Lunch  Act.  A  similar  provision  now 
applies  to  the  national  school  lunch  program. 

(b)  the  value  of  assistance  to  children 
under  the  National  School  Lunch  Act  from 
being  considered  as  income  or  resources  for 
purposes  of  other  programs. 

(c)  State  and  local  expenditures  for  food 
programs  for  children  from  being  reduced 
as  a  result  of  funds  received  under  the  Na¬ 
tional  School  Lunch  Act. 

Section  24  authorizes  the  Secretary  to  ex¬ 
tend  the  benefits  of  school  feeding  programs 
under  the  Act  to  pre-school  programs  oper¬ 
ated  as  part  of  the  school  system. 


SPECIAL  TRAINING  ENLISTMENT 
\  PROGRAM 

Mr.  NELSON.  Mr.  President,  I  send 
to  the  de$k  for  proper  referral  a  bill  to 
activate  tn\ special  training  enlistment 
program — STOP — to  help  volunteers 
with  minor  educational  and  physical 
problems  qualify\for  Army  service  and 
thus  reduce  reliance  on  the  draft. 

I  ask  unanimous  cbnsent  that  the  text 
of  the  bill  be  printed  at  the  close  of  my 
remarks.  \ 

The  strength  of  our  ArnWl  Forces  has 
risen  from  its  1965  level  ofS?.66  million 
men  to  2.97  on  March  31,  1966.  The 
number  of  men  serving  in  the  AXmy  has 
grown  in  that  time  from  969,000  to  x.140,- 
000.  To  fill  the  requirements  set  bXthe 
Defense  Department,  induction  rabes 
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HIGHLIGHTS:  Senate  debated  bill  to  /Authorize  altef^te  crops  for  disaster  areas. 

>nate  debated  fair  packaging- labe/ing  bill.  Senate\ommittee  reported  bill  for 
«ater-resources  survey. 


SENATE 


1.  DISASTER  RELIEF.  Began  debate  on  the  conference  report  on  H.  R.  1515ryto  per¬ 
mit  the  Planting  of  alternate  crops  on  acreage  which  is  unplanted  because  of 
naturaydisaster .  pp.  12086-93,  12094-100 

2.  PACKAGING ;  LABELING,  Continued  debate  on  S.  985,  the  fair  packaging  and  label 
int  bill.  pp.  12022-31,  12061-30,  12093-4,  12100 


3. 


ATER  RESOURCES.  The  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  Committee  reported  with 
amendments  S.  3107,  to  provide  for  a  comprehensive  review  of  national  wata 
resources  problems  and  programs  (S.  Rept.  1212).  p,  12018  / 


4.  FOOD  SHORTAGE.  Sen.  Mondale  expressed  concern  about  the  world  food  shottage 

and  submitted  an  amendment  which  he  intends  to  propose  to  S.  2859,  the  foreign 
aid  bill\  to  provide  for  assistance  in  food-production  development /in  foreign 
countries.\  pp.  12019-22 


5.  RESEARCH  ANIMALS.  Sen.  Mondale  commended  various  interests  in  Minn,  for  get¬ 
ting  together  oiq  a  recommendation  for  legislation  relating  ttyhandling  and 
care  of  researchNanimals  and  inserted  articles  on  this  matter,  pp.  12047-8 


6.  SCHOOL  MILK.  Sen.  Pfcoxmire  spoke  in  favor  of  his  school  ndlk  bill,  S.  2921, 
and  inserted  favorably  testimony  of  Rep.  Culver,  p.  12042 


7.  HAWAII  LOANS.  The  Agriculture  and  Forestry  Committey'voted  to  report  (but  did 
not  actually  report)  withNamendment  S.  112,  authorising  this  Department  to 
make  real  estate  mortgage  l\ans  on  leased  lands  i /.  Hawaii,  p.  D503 


8. 


PARITY.  The  Agriculture  and  Forestry  Committee/voted  to  report  (but  did  not 
actually  report)  with  amendments\S.  Con,  Res^/88,  to  make  it  explicit  that  the 
parity  price  and  income  goal  for  agricultur^ shall  be  binding  on  all  Govern¬ 
ment  agencies,  p.  D503 


9.  WHEAT  CERTIFICATES.  The  Agriculture  atkU'Forestry  Committee  indefinitely  post¬ 
poned  H.  R.  15089,  to  permit  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to  estimate  the  July 
)  1966  parity  price  for  wheat  in  ordey'to  expedite  issuance  of  wheat  marketing 

certificates  to  complying  farmers./  p.  D50. 


10. Vi 


CHILD  NUTRITION.  The  Agriculture  and  Forestry  Committee  considered 


^:='292iy -the  Proxmire-  ochooL -milk  b-il-l-y  oad  S.  3467,  the  child  nutrition  bill, 
and  announced  that  hearings  will  be  held  on  the  child  nutrition  bill.  p.  D503 


11.  COTTON.  The  Agriculture  and  Forestry  Committee  announced  that  it  will  consider 
H.  R.  12322,  the  cotton  promotion  bill,  today,  p.  D5^3 


12.  BANKING.  The  Banking  and  Currency  Committee  reported  without  amendment  S.  3368, 
to  extend  for  2  year/  the  authority  of  Federal  Reserve  banks  to  purchase  U.  S. 
obligations  directly  from  the  Treasury  (S.  Rept.  1215).  p\l2018 


13.  TARIFF.  The  Finance  Committee  reported  without  amendment  H.  R.\l2676,  to  pro¬ 
vide  that  certain  forms  of  copper  be  admitted  free  of  duty  (S.  R^pt.  1220). 
p.  12018 


14.  INFORMATION/"  Sen.  Miller  was  added  as  a  cosponsor  of  S.  Res.  270,  authorizing 
an  investigation  of  premature  disclosure  of  information  relating  to  increased 
production  of  soybeans  and  other  agricultural  commodities,  p.  12031  ' 


15.  PUBLIC  LANDS.  Sen.  Mundt  inserted  a  speech  by  Milton  A.  Pearl,  Director  of\fhe 
Public  Land  Law  Review  Commission,  on  the  history  of  public  lands  and  plans 
for  the  Commission,  pp.  12048-9 


June  8,  1966 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  DAILY  DIGEST 


D503 


amendment  providing  that  no  regulation  adopted  under 
us  legislation  shall  preclude  the  orderly  disposal  of 
pac&iges  in  inventory  or  with  the  trade  as  of  the  effec¬ 
tive  dhte  of  the  regulation;  and 

Rejected:  By  32  yeas  to  53  nays  (motion  to  reconsider 
tabled)  Cotton  amendment  to  eliminate  language  in  the 
bill  to  estalsdish  procedures  for  the  development  of 
standards  of  weights  or  quantities  for  the  retail  distribu¬ 
tion  of  consume*,  commodities. 

By  unanimous  consent,  it  was  agreed  that  when  Sen¬ 
ate  resumes  consideration  of  the  bill  debate  on  any 
amendment,  motion,  V  appeal  (except  motion  to  table), 
shall  be  limited  to  1  hou^.  equally  divided ;  that  no  non- 
germane  amendment  may\be  received;  and  that  debate 
on  question  of  passage  of  th^  bill  shall  be  limited  to  3 
hours,  equally  divided. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered  on  passage  of  the  bill. 

Offered  but  as  yet  unacted  onWas  Morton  amend¬ 
ment  providing  that  the  owner  ona  brand,  name,  or 
trademark  shall  be  deemed  to  retain  h(s  property  rights 
therein,  and  in  the  trade  and  public  goodwill  symbolized 
thereby,  regardless  of  any  sale  or  transfers^  the  goods 
to  which  such  brand,  name,  or  trademark  related. 

Pages  12061-12080,  12093-1*094,  12100 

Disaster  Acreage  Crops:  Senate  took  up  and  debated 
conference  report  on  H.R.  15151,  permitting  planting 
of  alternate  crops  on  acreage  which  is  unplanted  became 
of  a  natural  disaster. 

Pending  at  adjournment  was  Williams  (Delaware) 
motion  to  postpone  further  consideration  of  the  confer¬ 
ence  report  until  June  15.  p0ge$  12086-12093, 12094-1 2 10c 

Authority  To  Meet:  Committee  on  Armed  Services 
was  authorized  to  meet  until  noon  while  Senateyfs  in 
session  on  Thursday,  June  9.  p^e  12100 

Nominations:  Senate  received  the  following' nomina¬ 
tions:  One  judicial;  one  Navy;  numerous/Air  Force; 
and  one  postmaster  withdrawal.  Pa/S  12100-12103 

Record  Vote:  One  record  vote  was  taken  today. 

Page  12077 

Program  for  Thursday:  Senate  ifiet  at  noon  and  ad¬ 
journed  at  5:41  p.m.  until  n  ami.  Thursday,  June  9, 
when  it  will  continue  considenmon  of  conference  report 
on  H.R.  15151,  alternate  crop  plantings  on  acreage  un¬ 
planted  because  of  natum  disaster,  following  which 
Senate  will  resume,  und/r  debate-limitation  agreement, 
its  consideration  of  S.^85,  packaging  and  labeling. 

Page  12100 


Committee  Meetings 

{Committees' not listed  did  not  meet ) 


COMML 


:E  BUSINESS 


Committee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry:  Committee, 
in  executive  session,  ordered  favorably  reported  with 
an  amendment  in  the  nature  of  a  substitute  bill  S.  112, 
aphorizing  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to  make  real 


estate  mortgage  loans  on  leased  lands  in  Hawaii,  andy 
with  amendments  S.  Con.  Res.  88,  to  make  it  expli 
that  parity  price  and  income  goal  for  agriculture  si 
be  binding  on  all  Government  agencies. 

Committee  indefinitely  postponed  further  yfiction 
on  H.R.  15089,  to  authorize  the  Secretary  of  Xgricul- 
ture  to  estimate  parity  price  for  1966. 

Also,  committee  considered  S.  2921, /Authorizing 
funds  for^pcngrams  to  nrovide  milk  far,  school  chi  1- 
’ dccri,  cHnd^3467,  to  strengthen  and  expand  food  service 
programs  for  children,  and  announced  diat  the  full 
committee  will  hold  hearings  on  S.  3467  on  a  date  as 
yet  undetermined.  Secretary  of  Agriculture  Orville  L. 
Freeman  was  present  to  discuss  the  provisions  of  S. 
3467  with  the  committee. _ 

Committee  will  meet  in/£xecutive  session  tomorrow 

to  consider  H.R.  12322,  cotton  research  and  promotion 
bill. 

APPROPRIATION^-RECLAMATION 

Committee  on  /Appropriations:  Subcommittee  con¬ 
tinued  its  hearfngs  on  fiscal  1967  budget  estimates  for 
the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  and  power  marketing  agen¬ 
cies,  receiyfig  testimony  from  Kenneth  Holum,  Assist¬ 
ant  Secrpary  of  the  Interior  for  Water  and  Power;  and 
Charle/W.  Leavy,  Administrator,  Southeastern  Power 
Administration. 

learings  continue  tomorrow. 

Federal  reserve 

iommittee  on  Banking  and  Currency :  Committee  ap¬ 
proved  for  reporting  S.  3368,  to  extend  for  2  years,  die 
authority  of  Federal  Reserve  banks  to  purchase  U.S. 
obligations  directly  from  the  Treasury. 

oceanVruise  ships 

Committee\n  Commerce:  Merchant  Marine  and  Fish¬ 
eries  Subcommittee  resumed  its  hearings  on  several 
pending  bills  mpfiring  evidence  of  financial  security 
and  stricter  reguhmon  of  ocean  cruises  (S.  1351,  2417, 
3250, 3251,  and  H.RM0327) .  Witnesses  heard  were  Wil¬ 
liam  K.  Miller,  Dirertor,  Office  of  Maritime  Affairs, 
Department  of  State,\accompanied  by  Rear  Adm. 
Charles  P.  Murphy,  Chairman,  Merchant  Marine  Coun¬ 
cil,  Coast  Guard;  Louis  Rv.  Harolds,  Admiralty  Law 
Section,  American  Trial  Lawyers  Association;  and  A. 
Alvis  Layne,  representing  Amefcjcan  Waterways  Opera¬ 
tors,  Inc. 

Hearings  continue  tomorrow. 

TRAFFIC  SAFETY 

Committee  on  Commerce:  Committee\continucd  in 
executive  session  to  consider  S.  3005,  to  esrablish  motor 
vehicle  safety  standards,  but  did  not  conchsde  action 
thereon,  and  will  meet  again  on  Tuesday,  Julies^. 

COMMITTEE  BUSINESS 

Committee  on  Finance:  Committee,  in  executive  sessic 
ordered  favorably  reported  the  nomination  of  Glenn 
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Sqtton,  of  Georgia,  for  reappointment  as  a  member  of 
the-XJ.S.  Tariff  Commission;  H.R.  12676,  to  amend  U.S. 
tarin\schedules  to  provide  that  certain  forms  of  copper 
be  admitted  duty  free;  H.R.  8436,  to  amend  the  tariff 
schedulesswith  respect  to  the  dutiable  status  of  watches 
and  other  tuning  apparatus  from  U.S.  insular  possessions 
(amended) ,  H.R.  3177,  to  increase  dependency  and 
indemnity  compensation  for  veterans’  widows  in  certain 
cases;  H.R.  9961(^0  authorize  the  VA  Administrator 
to  pay  pensions  to  tire  wife  and  children  of  veterans  who 
have  disappeared;  H>R.  14347,  liberalizing  provisions 
for  payment  to  parents  a^cl  children  of  dependency  and 
indemnity  (amended) ;  and  S.  Con.  Res.  83,  expressing 
the  sense  of  Congress  that  mere  be  no  change  in  tariff 
rates  prior  to  June  30,  1967,  except  in  accordance  with 
specific  legislative  authority. 

Committee  announced  that  it  wHl  hold  hearings  on 
H.R.  318,  relating  to  excise  tax  payments  on  tires  and 
tubes,  date  of  which  hearings  is  as  yet  undetermined. 

Committee  also  announced  that  it  will \old  1  day  of 
hearings  on  Monday,  June  13,  on  H.R.  i52o\providing 
for  temporary  increase  in  the  public  debt  limio 

FOREIGN  AID  AUTHORIZATIONS 

Committee  on  Foreign  Relations:  Committee  continue 
executive  consideration  of  S.  2859,  fiscal  1967  authorizab 
tions  for  foreign  aid,  but  did  not  conclude  action  thereon, 
and  will  meet  again  tomorrow. 

HISTORIC  PROPERTIES 

Committee  on  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs:  Subcornmit- 
tee  on  Parks  and  Recreation  approved  for  full  9©mmit- 
tee  consideration  with  amendment  S.  3035,  establishing 
a  program  for  the  preservation  of  additional  historic 
properties  throughout  the  Nation,  and  wimout  amend¬ 
ment  H.R.  9599,  to  establish  the  Georg6  Rogers  Clark 
Memorial,  Ind.,  as  a  national  historic  site. 

Prior  to  this  action,  committee/received  testimony 
on  S.  3035  and  S.  3098,  a  related  ^measure,  from  George 
Hartzog,  Director,  National  Park  Service,  Department 
of  the  Interior;  Gordon  Gray;  National  Trust  for  His¬ 
toric  Preservation,  Washington,  D.C.;  Senator  Muskie; 
and  Joseph  PrendergasC/National  Recreation  and  Park 
Association,  the  latter /two  of  whom  submitted  written 
statements;  and  testimony  on  H.R.  9599  from  Repre¬ 
sentative  Dentory;  George  Hartzog;  and  Senators 
Hartke  and  Bayn,  the  latter  two  of  whom  submitted 
written  statements. 

ANTITR^TST 

Comnpttee  on  the  Judiciary:  Antitrust  and  Monopoly 
Subcommittee  continued  hearings  in  connection  with 
its/study  of  international  aspects  of  antitrust,  having 
its' witnesses  Hans  Smit,  professor  of  law,  Columbia 


University;  and  Stefan  Riesenfeld,  professor  of  law5/ 
University  of  California  (Berkeley).  Today’s  testimor 
mainly  concerned  antitrust  developments  in  Belgi) 
The  Netherlands,  and  France. 

Hearings  continue  on  Friday,  June  10. 

INVASIONS  OF  PRIVACY 

Committee  on  the  Judiciary:  Subcommittee  on  Admin¬ 
istrative  Practice  and  Procedure  continued  its  inquiry 
into  wiretapping,  eavesdropping,  ana  other  forms  of 
invasions  of  privacy,  this  series  of/nearings  to  be  con¬ 
centrated  on  industrial  espionage/ especially  as  it  relates 
to  proceedings  before  Federaj/  agencies,  having  as  its 
witnesses  Joseph  Rosapepe,  Chief  of  Public  Information, 
Internal  Revenue  Service/Robert  Bodholdt,  an  Alle¬ 
gheny  Airline  pilot,  Washington,  D.C.;  Arthur  Snow- 
berger,  an  electronic/  engineer,  Washington,  D.C.; 
Jesse  Hitt,  a  lock/nith  of  Washington,  D.C.;  and 
Watson  “Steve”  Roper,  a  private  investigator  of  Cape 
Coral,  Fla. 

Hearings  cafitinue  tomorrow. 

CIVIL  RIGHTS 

Comnyttee  on  the  Judiciary:  Constitutional  Rights  Sub¬ 
committee  continued  its  hearings  on  S.  3296,  proposed 
Ciyn  Rights  Act  of  1966,  and  other  pending  related  bills, 
fceiving  further  testimony  from  Attorney  General 
Nicholas  deB.  Katzenbach. 
learings  continue  tomorrow. 

LAlktft 

Committee  on  Labor  and  Public  Welfare:  Subcommit¬ 
tee  on  Labor  met  in  executive  session  to  consider  H.R. 
13712,  to  inouase  minimum  wages  and  to  extend  min¬ 
imum  wage  coverage;  and  H.R.  10721,  to  amend  in 
several  regards  the  Federal  Employees  Compensation 
Act,  but  did  not  exclude  action  thereon,  and  will  meet 
again  tomorrow  for  their  further  consideration. 

AIR  POLLUTION 

Committee  on  Public  Wor^sc  Subcommittee  on  Air  and 
Water  Pollution  continued  >(s  hearings  on  S.  3112, 
authorizing  grants  under  the  Chsan  Air  Act  for  mainte¬ 
nance  of  air  pollution  control  programs,  and  S.  3400, 
authorizing  programs  to  provide  rqr  a  more  orderly 
system  for  the  disposal  of  junked  autos^and  other  pend¬ 
ing  air  pollution  abatement  legislation.  Witnesses  heard 
were  William  H.  Stewart,  the  Surgeon  General;  Dr. 
Richard  Prindle,  Division  of  Public  Health.  Methods, 
PHS,  accompanied  by  Dr.  Edward  BlomquisvDivision 
of  Air  Pollution,  all  of  the  Department  of  HEW:  and 
Dr.  Walter  R.  Hibbard,  Jr.,  Director,  accompanieasby 
J.  Wade  Watkins,  both  of  the  Bureau  of  Mines,  Depart 
ment  of  the  Interior. 

Hearings  continue  tomorrow. 


10. 
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INFORMATION.  Rep.  Findley  commended  Rep.  Rumsfeld  for  his  "effective  work"  M 
\?ehalf  of  S.  1160,  the  freedom  of  information  bill.  pp.  13990-1  j 

11.  JOBVoRPS .  Rep.  Quie  inserted  an  editorial  criticizing  the  Job  Corps,  n/ 

139%  / 

12.  FISH  PROTEIN.  Rep.  Keith  urged  action  on  the  bill  to  authorize  construction 

and  operation  of  pilot  plants  to  produce  fish  protein  concentrate./  p.  13996 

13.  OPINION  POLLV  Rep.  Albert  inserted  the  results  of  a  public  opiirion  poll  re¬ 

flecting  "a  Consensus  of  support  for  the  President"  in  the  handling  of  his 
job.  pp.  14009-10  / 

14.  MANPOWER.  Received  a  GAO  report  of  review  of  selection  any  use  of  training 

authorized  by  the  tlanpower  Development  and  Training  Act  of  1962.  p.  14010 

15.  ADJOURNMENT.  Agreed  tto  H.  Con.  Res.  804,  that  when  the/ House  adjourns  on 

Thursday,  June  30,  196\,  it  stand  adjourned  until  lyo' clock  noon  on  Monday, 
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16.  MANPOWER.  Passed  with  amendments  S.  2974,  to -amend  the  Wagner-Peyser  Act  so 

as  to  provide  for  more  effective  development/ and  utilization  of  the  Nation's 
manpower  resources  by  expanding ,\modernizing,  and  improving  operations  under 
such  Act  at  both  State  and  Fe derail  1 eve \y.  pp.  14013,  14020-34 

17.  SCREW-WORM.  Passed  H.  R.  14888,  to  autnorize  this  Department  to  cooperate  with 

the  Mexican  Government  in  screw -worm/eTa dicat ion  in  Mexico,  with  an  amendment 
to  substitute  for  its  text  the  lanedageNof  S.  3325,  the  companion  bill.  S. 
3325  was  indefinitely  postponed,  /pp.  140^8  49 

18.  SCHOOL  LUNCH.  The  Agriculture  and^Forestry  Committee  voted  to  report  (but  did 

not  actually  report)  S.  3467  with  amendments,  to  strengthen  and  expand  food 
service  programs  for  children,  p.  1>S92 _ . _ 

The  District  of  Columbia/ Committee  voted  to  report  (but  did  not  actually 

report)  S.  1312,  to  authorize  funds  for  the  administration  of  school  lunch 
programs  in  the  D.  C.  y.  D592  \ 

19.  PERSONNEL.  The  Government  Operations  Committee  voted  bp  report  (but  did  not 

actually  report)  H./R.  10607,  to  provide  reimbursement  pf  additional  moving 
expenses  of  Federal  employees,  p.  D592 

20.  SURPLUS  PROPERTy  The  Government  Operations  Committee  voted  to  report  (but  did 

not  actually  r/port)  S,  2610,  to  grant  Federal  and  State  agehcies  priorities 
for  obtaining;  surplus  Government  property  prior  to  its  sale.*  p.  D592 

21.  GRAIN  STANDARDS.  Received  from  this  department  a  proposed  bill  to^provide  for 

U.  S.  st/ndards  and  a  uniform  national  inspection  system  for  grain*  to  Agri- 
culture^  and  Forestry  Committee,  p.  14035 


22.  SCHOOL  MILK.  Sen.  Proxmire  commended  and  discussed  National  Milk  Producers' 
Federation  testimony  urging  separate  school  milk  and  school  lunch  programs. 
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23.  TARIFF.  Agreed  to  S.  Con.  Res.  100,  expressing  the  sense  of  Congress  with 

s'pect  to  certain  agreements  which  would  necessitate  modification  of  dutie/  or 
othpr  import  restrictions,  pp.  14042-8 

24.  PESTICIDES.  Sen.  Ribicoff  criticized  as  a  "step  backward"  reported  plsfns  for 

disbanding  the  special  unit  of  the  Public  Health  Service  dealing  wit^ft  pesti¬ 
cides.  14074 

25.  WATER  RESOURCES.  Sen.  Moss  urged  U.  S. -Canadian  cooperation  on  wdter  resource 

development  atjd  use  and  inserted  two  speeches  (one  his  own)  on/the  subject, 
pp.  14074-7 

26.  FISH  PROTEIN.  SenV  Pell  spoke  in  favor  of  recently  passed  2720,  authorizing 

a  demonstration  program  for  producing  fish  protein  concentrate ,  and  inserted 
several  articles  on  \he  subject,  pp.  14032-7 

27.  RESEARCH.  Sen.  Fong  commended  the  formation  of  the  National  Oceanography 

Association  as  a  welcome N^evelopment  in  the  growth  ox  marine  science  and 
technology,  pp.  14058-9 

28.  LIBRARIES.  Sen.  Tower  lauded\he  recent  passage />f  H.  R.  14050,  to  extend  and 

amend  the  Library  Services  and\Construction  Act.  p.  14060 

29.  HOUSING.  Sen.  Hart  discussed  increasing  "difficulties"  in  the  relocation  of 

families,  individuals,  and  businesses  displaced  by  Federal  or  Federally  assis¬ 
ted  programs  and  inserted  two  articles  or/ the  subject,  pp.  14069-71 

ITEMS  IN  APPENDIX 

30.  FARM  PRICES.  Rep.  Gross  inserted  an/agricuXtural  analyst's  letter  to  him  which 

presents  the  "relationship  be twee n/ the  underpayment  to  American  agriculture 
and  the  tremendous  expansion  of  public  and  private  debt."  pp.  A3434-5 

31.  OPINION  POLLS.  Reps.  Latta  and/Grif f iths  inserted  the  results  of  opinion  polls, 

including  items  of  interest  yo  this  Department,  pp.  A3491,  A3496 

32.  MILK  MARKETING.  Rep.  Green/  Pa.,  inserted  an  article\  "Federal  Controls  At  A 

Snail^  Pace",  critical  of  the  alleged  delay  by  this  Department  in  amending 
certain  milk  marketing  Orders,  pp.  A3491-2 

33.  POVERTY.  Rep.  Bradem/s  inserted  Sargent  Shriver's  testimonj^on  this  program. 

pp.  A3509-11 

Extension  of  remarks  of  Rep.  Quie  criticizing  the  poverty  program  and  in¬ 
serting  an  article,  pp.  A3519-20 

34.  FOREIGN  AID.  Extension  of  remarks  of  Rep.  Gallagher  stating  that  *fhe  true 

value  of  economic  aid  is  an  investment  in  the  people  who  are  willing  to  help 
themselves'y(  and  inserting  David  Bell's  address  recounting  foreign  ai^  efforts, 
pp.  A3516; 

BILLS  INTRODUCED 


35.  PERSONNEL.  H.  R.  16051  by  Rep.  Fulton  of  Tenn. ,  to  permit  officers  and  emplo^ 
ye^s  of  the  Federal  Government  to  elect  coverage  under  the  old-age,  survivors)s 
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1.  CLAIMS.  Concurred  in  the  Senate  amendment  to  H.  R.  13651,  to  "authorize  heads 

of  agencieyor  their  designees  to  compromise  claims  that  do  not  exceed\$20 ,000 , 
and  are  <yaims  for  money  or  property  arising  out  of  activities  of  the  agency  or 
are  referred  to  it."  This  bill  will  now  be  sent  to  the  President,  pp.  14jQ1-2 

2.  TRANSPORTATION.  Rep.  Younger  commended  and  inserted  a  speech  by  the  presidenf 

of  the  United  States  Freight  Co.  favoring  a  Department  of  Transportation.  pp. 
14306-7 
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3.  INFLATION.  Rep.  Curtis  inserted  an  item,  "Hush-Hush  on  Prices,"  which  he 

claimed  is  an  "interesting  explanation  of  how  the  Johnson  administration  ip^ 
tends  to.  control  inflation."  p.  14311 


4.  POVERTY.  B^th  Houses  received  the  first  annual  report  of  the  Office  of/Economic 
Opportunity^  pp.  14388,  14392 


5.  INTEREST  RATES .\  Rep.  Patman  spoke  on  "high  interest  rates"  and  cr/ricized  the 
laws  under  whicnvthe  Federal  Reserve  Board  operates,  pp.  14312-/9 


\  / 

6.  PRICES.  Rep.  CurtiSv  stated  that  he  does  not  "favor  price-fixing  agreements  of 

any  kind,  except  perhaps  as  stopgap  measures  to  give  time  ta  implement  more 
fundamental  policies,\  and  inserted  an  article  on  the  "difficulties  being  en¬ 
countered  by  the  UnitedvStates  in  negotiating  an  international  cocoa  agreement." 
pp.  14373-4  \  / 

Rep.  Gathings  stated  that  "higher  food  and  consume/ prices  have  been 
responsible  for  most  of  theVrise  in  living  costs  over  the  past  year,"  and 
commended  the  Defense  Dept.  \for  turning  to  margarine  this  year  when  supplies 
of  butter  became  much  lower  than  usual"  and  farmers  for  "turning  from  cotton 
and  other  enterprises  to  soybeans  in  many  areas/’1  pp.  14382-3 


7.  PRESIDENT'S  SPEECHES.  Rep.  HansenXlowa,  compfended  and  inserted  the  speeches 
made  by  the  President  on  his  recent\trip  to'  Iowa  and  Nebraska,  pp.  14376-82 


8.  PUBLIC  LAW  480.  Both  Houses  received  a\GA0  report  on  "management  of  donated 
food  programs  for  Mexico"  under  Public/T>aw  480.  pp.  14388,  14392 


9.  LEGISLATIVE  PROGRAM.  Rep.  Albert  anjrfouncea\that  on  Tues.  the  House  will  consi¬ 
der  the  foreign  aid  authorization /bill.  p.  >14305 
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10.  PERSONNEL.  Passed,  81-0,  as' reported  H.  R.  14122V  the  proposed  Federal  Emplo¬ 
yees'  Salary  Act  of  1966./  Rejected:  9-71,  a  Lausohe  amendment  to  make  the 
effective  date  January  1967,  instead  of  July  1,  N.966;  and  a  Williams,  Del 
amendment,  18-62,  prov/aing  for  an  increase  in  retirement  contributions  by 
employees  from  6%  to /7  percent  with  matching  amounts  contributed  by  the  Govern- 
ment.  pp.  14450-89> 


_ 


11.  CHILD  NUTRITION.  The  Agriculture  and  Forestry  reported  during  adjournment  (7--7  ) 
S.  3467,  with  an  amendment,  the  child  nutrition  bill  (S.  Rept.  1360). 

Sen.  Byrd,  W.  Va. ,  spoke  in  favor  of  S.  3467,  the  child  nutrition  bill, 
p.  14449 

Sen.  Proxmire  praised  the  school  milk  provisions  of  S.  3467,  the  child 
.nutrition  bill. p.  14426 


sse< 


:d  without  amendment  S.  1312,  to  authorize  funds  for  the  administration 
°f  ^hool  lunch  programs  in  the  D.  C.  p.  14417 

(7-7,.)  I 

12.  AII(  POLLUTION.  The  Committee  on  Public  Works  reported  during  adjournment  S ./ 

>112,  the  proposed  Clean  Air  Art  Amendments  of  1966  (S.  Rept.  1361).  p.  \4391  > 
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July  7,  1966. — Ordered  to  be  printed 
Filed  under  authority  of  the  order  of  the  Senate  of  June  30,  1966 

)  - 

Mr.  Ellender,  from  the  Committee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry, 

submitted  the  following 

REPORT 

[To  accompany  S.  3467] 

The  Committee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry,  to  which  was  referred 
the  bill  (S.  3467)  to  amend  the  National  School  Lunch  Act,  as  amended, 
to  strengthen  and  expand  food  service  programs  for  children,  having 
considered  the  same,  reports  favorably  thereon  with  an  amendment 
and  recommends  that  the  bill  as  amended  do  pass. 

CONTENTS  OF  REPORT 

I.  Short  explanation. 

II.  Purpose. 

III.  Committee  deliberations. 

IV.  Background  information. 

A  A.  National  school  lunch  program — history. 

B.  Major  features  of  the  National  School  Lunch  Act. 

C.  Current  status — national  school  lunch  program. 

D.  Section  11  of  the  National  School  Lunch  Act. 

E.  Special  milk  program. 

V.  Programs  proposed  to  be  included  in  the  National  School  Lunch  Act. 

A.  Special  milk  program. 

B.  Breakfast  program. 

C.  Nonfood  assistance  program. 

D.  State  administrative  expense. 

E.  Preschool  pi'ograms. 

VI.  Section-by-section  explanation. 

I.  Short  Explanation 

The  bill,  with  the  committee  amendment,  would  amend  the  Na¬ 
tional  School  Lunch  Act  by  adding  provisions  for — 

(1)  A  special  milk  program  for  fiscal  years  1967,  1968,  1969,  and 
1970  (new  section  13); 
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(2)  A  pilot  breakfast  program  for  fiscal  years  1967  and  1968  in 
schools  drawing  attendance  from  poor  economic  areas  and  in  schools 
to  which  the  children  must  travel  long  distances  (new  section  14); 

(3)  A  permanent  program  for  nonfood  assistance  to  schools  drawing 
attendance  from  areas  in  which  poor  economic  conditions  exist  (new 
section  15);  and 

(4)  General  administration  (sections  16  through  25),  including 
provision  for — - 

(A)  appropriation  of  funds  to  assist  State  educational  agencies, 
when  necessary,  in  administering  additional  activities  under 
section  11  and  new  sections  14  and  15  of  the  act; 

(B)  authorizing  the  Secretary  to  extend  school  feeding  pro¬ 
grams  under  the  act  to  include  preschool  programs  operated  as 
part  of  the  school  system;  and 

(C)  centralization  in  the  Department  of  Agriculture  of  the 
administration  of  Federal  programs  to  assist  school  feeding 
programs. 

II.  Purpose 

The  purpose  of  S.  3467  is  to  broaden  the  National  School  Lunch 
Act  so  as  to  provide  for  a  coordinated,  comprehensive  child  food 
service  in  schools  and  to  assure  that  this  is  done  through  existing 
Federal-State  administrative  channels  with  Federal  responsibility 
centralized  in  the  Department  of  Agriculture. 

There  has  been  a  proliferation  of  child  feeding  programs  in  recent 
years  operated  under  various  authorities  and  appropriations.  The 
national  school  lunch  program  is  and  will  remain  our  major  national 
effort  in  the  field  of  improved  child  nutrition.  The  additional  author¬ 
ities  and  programs  provided  under  this  bill  will  build  on  the  experience 
of  20  years  with  the  national  school  lunch  program.  These  programs 
will  be  administered  by  the  U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture  in 
cooperation  with  State  and  local  educational  agencies.  The  national 
school  lunch  program  is  a  model  of  effective  Federal-State-local 
cooperation  and  the  committee  feels  strongly  that  child  nutrition  in 
schools  can  best  be  served  by  strengthening  the  existing  administrative 
authority  and  channels. 

III.  Committee  Deliberations 

The  committee  has  given  very  careful  consideration  to  this  bill. 
The  school-lunch  program  has  been  in  effect  now  for  about  20  years. 
It  has  worked  well  and  a  very  satisfactory  method  of  administering  it 
in  cooperation  with  State  and  local  authorities  has  been  developed. 
The  special  milk  program  also  has  been  developed  through  the  years 
and  is  working  well.  The  committee  therefore  wanted  to  assure  itself 
that  no  change  would  be  made  in  either  of  these  programs  or  in  the 
manner  in  which  they  are  administered. 

On  February  10,  1966,  S.  2921  to  extend  the  special  milk  program 
was  introduced  by  a  number  of  Senators. 

On  March  1,  1966,  the  President  sent  his  message  on  health  and 
education  to  the  Congress  advising  that  he  was  submitting  to  the 
Congress  a  Child  Nutrition  Act  of  1966  which  would  make  a  number 
of  changes  in  the  language  governing  the  school-lunch  and  special 
milk  programs  and  provide  for  additional  child-feeding  programs 
within  and  without  the  school  system,  with  special  emphasis  on 
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nutrition  for  needy  children.  On  the  same  day  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  forwarded  the  proposed  bill  to  Congress. 

On  May  12  hearings  were  held  on  S.  2921  by  a  subcommittee  of  the 
committee,  and  the  subcommittee  subsequently  reported  S.  2921  to 
the  committee,  recommending  minor  changes  in  it. 

During  the  period  following  March  1,  the  chairman  of  the  committee 
worked  with  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to  revise  the  bill  proposed  by 
the  Department  to  eliminate  language  which  was  raising  fears  that 
substantial  changes  in  the  school  lunch  and  special  milk  programs 
would  be  effected;  and  on  June  6,  introduced  S.  3467.  Where  the 
Child  Nutrition  Act  of  1966  would  have  revised  the  language  of  the 
National  School  Lunch  Act  and  the  language  providing  for  the  special 
milk  program,  S.  3467  makes  no  material  changes  in  the  language  now 
governing  those  programs.  The  authority  for  the  special  milk  pro¬ 
gram  would  be  included  in  the  National  School  Lunch  Act,  but  the 
language  was  kept  as  nearly  as  possible  identical  to  the  existing  au¬ 
thority  (as  will  be  seen  from  the  language  comparison  set  out  in  this 
' report  under  Changes  in  Existing  Law).  Where  the  Child  Nutrition 
Act  would  have  provided  for  feeding  programs  outside  schools,  S.  3467 
is  confined  to  programs  operated  as  part  of  the  school  system  (except 
in  the  case  of  the  special  milk  program  which  would  be  applicable, 
as  it  now  is,  to  additional  nonprofit  institutions). 

On  June  21  the  full  committee  held  hearings  on  S.  3467.  All 
witnesses  testified  in  favor  of  it,  although  the  National  Milk  Producers 
Federation  testified  that  it  would  prefer  that  the  special  milk  program 
be  covered  by  separate  legislation.  The  hearings  on  S.  2921  and 
S.  3467  have  been  printed  and  are  available.  The  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  testified  in  favor  of  S.  3467,  stating  that  amendments 
contained  in  it  comprised  a  vital  part  of  the  administration  goal. 

Subsequent  to  the  hearings  the  committee  adopted  a  number  of 
amendments  which  had  been  suggested  in  the  hearings  or  recom¬ 
mended  by  the  subcommittee  in  reporting  on  S.  2921,  or  which 
otherwise  appeared  advisable  on  further  consideration  of  the  bill. 
In  general  these  amendments  tightened  the  provisions  of  the  bill, 
centralized  Federal  school  feeding  assistance  in  the  Department  of 
Agriculture,  and  assured  that  the  school  lunch  and  special  milk 
programs  would  continue  to  be  operated  along  the  same  lines  as  in  the 
'past. 

IV.  Background  Information 

A.  THE  NATIONAL  SCHOOL  LUNCH  PROGRAM  HISTORY 

Although  school  lunch  programs  of  various  kinds  have  operated 
for  many  years  in  this  country,  Federal  assistance  on  an  organized 
basis  actually  began  in  the  mid-thirties.  In  that  period,  foods  acquired 
by  the  Department  under  surplus  removal  programs  were  donated 
to  schools  to  help  provide  free  lunches  to  needy  children.  This 
surplus  purchase  and  donation  operation  was  carried  out  under  the 
authority  of  section  32  of  the  act  of  August  24,  1935. 

The  Department’s  surplus  food  donation  authority  was  further 
expanded  by  section  416  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949,  authorizing 
donations  of  foods  acquired  by  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation 
under  the  price  support  program.  A  new  authority  was  added  in 
section  709  of  the  Food  and  Agriculture  Act  of  1965  which  authorizes 
the  use  of  CCC  funds  for  the  purchase  of  dairy  products  at  market 
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prices  to  meet  the  needs  of  domestic  and  foreign  food  assistance  pro¬ 
grams. 

In  the  1930’s  as  at  present,  the  volume  and  kinds  of  surplus  foods 
available  for  donation  to  schools  varied  from  year  to  year  depending 
on  market  conditions.  Despite  these  variations,  the  availablity 
of  these  foods  did  stimulate  the  initiation  of  school  feeding  projects 
to  the  point  where,  by  1940,  over  2  million  children  were  participating 
in  lunch  programs  that  were  receiving  Federal  surplus  foods. 

By  1943,  the  wartime  demand  for  food  had  virtually  eliminated  the 
surplus  problem  in  agriculture  and  in  March  of  that  year  the  Depart¬ 
ment  announced  that  section  32  funds  would  be  used  to  support  the 
lunch  program  through  a  reimbursement  system.  Through  this 
system,  schools  would  receive  cash  payments  to  make  local  purchases 
of  food  for  their  lunch  programs.  Surplus  food  donations  were  con¬ 
tinued  during  the  war  period  but  for  the  most  part  consisted  of  occa¬ 
sional  supplies  of  seasonal  surpluses  of  items  such  as  potatoes  and 
cabbage.  ^ 

This  cash  assistance  program  in  1943  contained  most  of  the  major!  1 
elements  of  the  present  school  lunch  program — nutritional  standards, 
free  lunches  for  children  determined  by  local  school  authorities  as 
unable  to  pay  the  full  price  of  the  lunch,  and  the  requirement  that 
schools  operate  their  lunch  programs  on  a  nonprofit  basis.  The 
maximum  Federal  cash  reimbursement  per  meal  was  9  cents. 

Through  fiscal  year  1946,  the  authority  to  operate  a  cash  reimburse¬ 
ment  program  with  section  32  funds  was  contained  in  the  annual 
appropriation  bill  for  the  Department  of  Agriculture.  This  cash 
incentive  brought  more  schools  into  the  program  so  that,  by  fiscal 
year  1946,  some  4  million  children  were  participating, 
ments  of  education  were  beginning  to  take  an  active 
program  although  actual  administration,  including 
agreements  with  individual  schools  in  most  cases, 
responsibility  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture. 

Reliance  on  year-to-year  authorizations  in  appropriation  bills 
introduced  an  element  of  uncertainty  as  to  continuing  availability 
of  Federal  funds  and  tended  to  discourage  the  States  from  long-range 
planning  for  program  expansion.  In  recognition  of  these  facts,  the 
Congress  moved  to  provide  basic  permanent  enabling  legislation  that 
became  the  National  School  Lunch  Act.  The  act  was  approved  by  (I 
the  President  in  June  1946. 


State  depart- 
interest  in  the 
the  taking  of 
remained  the 


B.  MAJOR  FEATURES  OF  THE  NATIONAL  SCHOOL  LUNCH  ACT 

1.  Responsibility  for  the  program  administration  is  placed  in 
State  educational  agencies.  They  select  schools  for  participation, 
take  agreements  with  participating  schools,  pay  reimbursement 
claims  from  funds  advanced  to  the  States  by  the  Department  and 
generally  supervise  operations  in  the  local  schools  within  the  policies 
and  regulations  established  by  the  Department  of  Agriculture.  The 
act  also  provides  that  the  Department  of  Agriculture  will  continue 
to  administer  the  program  in  private  schools  in  those  States  where 
State  law  prohibits  the  State  educational  agency  from  disbursing 
funds  to  other  than  public  schools.  Within  this  overall  administra¬ 
tive  framework,  the  operation  of  the  school  lunch  program  has  been 
and  will  remain  a  local  community  and  school  board  responsibility. 

2.  An  annual  appropriation  is  authorized. 
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3.  A  specific  formula  is  provided  for  the  distribution  of  cash  assist¬ 
ance  funds  among  the  States  (including  a  special  formula  for  distribu¬ 
tion  of  cash  assistance  for  particularly  needy  schools  under  sec.  11, 
which  was  added  to  the  act  in  1 962) . 

4.  The  Secretary  of  Agriculture  is  authorized  to  establish  nutri¬ 
tional  standards  based  on  tested  nutritional  research.  These  stand¬ 
ards  are  incorporated  in  the  widely  known  type  A  lunch  that  includes 
a  half  pint  of  milk,  a  protein  rich  food,  fruits  and  vegetables,  bread 
and  butter  or  fortified  margarine.  This  lunch  is  designed  to  meet 
one-third  to  one-half  of  a  child’s  daily  nutritional  requirements. 

5.  Lunches  are  required  to  be  served  free  or  at  reduced  prices  to  \ 
children  unable  to  pay.  The  act  places  specific  responsibility  on 
local  school  officials  for  the  determination  of  those  children  unable 
to  pay. 

6.  Participating  schools  are  required  to  operate  their  lunch  pro¬ 
grams  on  a  nonprofit  basis. 

v  7.  Section  6  of  the  act  authorizes  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to 
'use  a  portion  of  the  appropriation  for  the  direct  purchase  of  foods 
for  distribution  to  participating  schools. 

C.  CURRENT  STATUS  OF  THE  NATIONAL  SCHOOL  LUNCH  PROGRAM 

At  the  present  time,  nearly  three-fourths  of  the  children  enrolled 
in  public  and  nonprofit  private  schools  have  access  to  a  lunch  program 
at  school  under  the  National  School  Lunch  Act.  This  year,  18  million 
of  these  children  are  participating  in  the  program  and  over  3  billion 
lunches  will  be  served.  Almost  2  million  of  these  children  receive  a 
lunch  at  reduced  price  or  free  of  charge.  The  determination  as  to 
those  children  who  cannot  afford  to  pay  the  full  price  of  the  meal  is 
made,  as  it  has  been  made  for  20  years,  by  local  school  officials.  One 
of  the  requirements  under  the  National  School  Lunch  Act  is  that 
needy  children  are  to  receive  a  reduced  price  or  free  meal  and  that 
these  children  are  not  to  be  identified  in  any  way  as  different  from 
their  classmates. 

Although  the  primary  objective  of  the  program  is  to  improve  child 
nutrition  it  also  fulfills  an  additional  major  objective  of  increasing 
.the  market  for  American  farmers. 

'  The  program  represents  a  total  annual  business  of  $1.5  billion.  It 
is  the  largest  food  service  of  its  kind  in  the  world.  The  substantial 
size  of  the  market  it  offers  is  evidenced  by  some  figures  from  a  1963 
survey  of  foods  used  in  school  lunches. 


Millions 

Meats _  $135 

Poultry _  42 

Eggs -  16 

Fruits  and  vegetables _ _  156 

Dairy  products _  110 

Fluid  milk _  296 


Federal  contributions  account  for  slightly  more  than  20  percent  of 
the  $1.5  billion  in  school  lunch  business.  By  far  the  largest  proportion 
of  that  sum  is  spent  in  the  child’s  home  town  with  the  local  merchants 
who  provide  the  food  and  services  for  the  program.  The  program  is 
administered  by  local  school  officials  with  a  frequent  assist  from  the 
PTA  and  other  local  citizens’  groups. 
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Research  has  revealed  that  there  are  some  9  million  children  with  no 
access  to  a  food  service  at  school.  One  million  of  these  are  children  of 
low-income  families  who  should  have  a  reduced-price  or  free  meal  if 
local  resources  were  adequate  to  initiate  a  food  service  program.  For 
the  most  part  the  schools  these  children  attend  are  in  low-income 
urban  areas  or  in  isolated  rural  areas. 

S.  3467  is  designed  to  help  close  these  gaps. 

The  only  major  changes  that  have  been  made  in  the  National  School 
Lunch  Act  were  made  in  1962,  when  the  formula  for  apportioning 
appropriated  funds  among  the  States  was  revised  to  provide  a  more 
equitable  distribution  and  encourage  program  expansion.  At  the 
same  time  a  new  section  was  added,  section  11,  to  provide  special 
assistance  to  schools  drawing  attendance  from  areas  of  poor  economic 
conditions. 


D.  SECTION  11  OF  THE  NATIONAL  SCHOOL  LUNCH  ACT 


The  record  of  the  national  school  lunch  program  has  been  one  ofr 
rapid  and  sustained  growth  since  enactment  of  the  legislation  in  1946.  ' 
Last  year,  participation  increased  by  nearly  1  million  children. 

Despite  these  gains,  the  program  is  not  meeting  its  full  potential  in 
providing  lunches  for  needy  children.  Estimates  based  on  a  national 
survey  indicate  that  some  1.4  million  children  would  qualify  for  but 
do  not  receive  a  reduced  price  or  free  lunch.  Almost  1  million  of 
these  children  are  among  the  9  million  who  have  no  access  to  lunch 
service  at  school.  About  half  a  million  are  children  who  attend 
schools  that  have  a  lunch  program  but  where  the  combined  Federal, 
State,  and  local  resources  are  not  adequate  to  finance  the  reduced 
price  or  free  lunch  they  should  receive. 

Under  the  national  school  lunch  program,  the  local  community 
bears  most  of  the  burden  of  financing  the  lunch  program  from 
children’s  payments  or  other  sources.  In  most  communities  where 
the  percentage  of  needy  children  is  relatively  low,  the  cost  of  providing 
a  lunch  for  these  children  is  not  an  undue  burden  on  the  program’s 
financial  structure.  However,  where  the  proportion  of  needy  children 
is  high,  the  local  financial  structure  is  frequently  inadequate  to  fund 
a  program  that  will  provide  all  the  reduced  price  or  free  meals  that 
siiould  be  made  available.  (It 

In  order  to  meet  this  situation,  the  Congress  in  1962  amended  the 
National  School  Lunch  Act  to  provide,  under  section  11,  for  special 
assistance  to  schools  drawing  attendance  from  particularly  needy 
areas.  This  section  of  the  act  was  funded  in  the  amount  of  $2  million 
for  the  first  time  in  fiscal  year  1966  on  a  demonstration  basis. 

The  legislation  carries  carefully  prescribed  criteria  as  to  the  eligi¬ 
bility  of  schools  for  special  assistance.  It  also  contains  a  mandatory 
special  formula  for  the  apportionment  of  funds  among  the  States. 
The  $2  million  for  fiscal  year  1966  was  not  actually  available  until 
November  of  1965. 

The  States  did  a  remarkable  job  in  organizing  their  special  assistance 
programs.  Since  the  assistance  payments  from  these  Federal  funds 
could  be  used  only  to  help  meet  food  costs,  local  resources  and  support 
were  essential  to  finance  the  labor,  equipment,  and  other  costs  of 
the  program.  Frequently,  the  local  PTA  or  other  civic  organizations 
helped  meet  the  other  costs. 
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Most  of  the  demonstration  projects  were  not  actually  underway 
until  February  or  March  of  1966. 

A  total  of  831  schools  in  all  50  States  and  the  District  of  Columbia 
participated  in  the  projects.  The  number  of  children  enrolled  in 
these  schools  totaled  325,000.  Nearly  137,000  children,  or  more  than 
60  percent  of  the  total  enrollment,  participated  on  a  daily  basis. 

Eighty- two  schools  operated  lunch  programs  for  the  first  time. 
Some  two-thirds  of  the  children  enrolled  in  these  schools  participated 
in  the  lunch  program.  Although  complete  data  are  not  available  for 
every  project,  preliminary  indications  are  that  over  50,000  needy 
children  received  lunches  at  school  for  the  first  time. 

In  North  Carolina,  six  schools  participated  in  the  demonstration 
project.  Prior  to  the  new  program,  less  than  one-third  of  the  total 
enrollment  of  6,400  children  were  participating  in  the  lunch  program. 
As  a  result  of  the  additional  assistance  provided  the  student  partici¬ 
pation  increased  from  2,060  to  nearly  5,000. 

In  California,  20  schools  were  approved  for  special  assistance  with 
an  average  daily  attendance  of  13,840  children.  Here,  the  increase 
in  participation  as  a  result  of  reducing  the  lunch  price  from  30  cents 
to  20  cents,  was  65  percent.  In  addition,  there  was  a  decrease  in  the 
number  of  lunches  previously  served  free  because  more  children  could 
afford  to  pay  the  lower  price  for  the  lunch. 

In  Pennsylvania,  25  urban  and  rural  schools  with  an  enrollment  of 
9,000  children  were  approved  as  demonstration  projects.  Lunch 
prices  were  reduced  from  an  average  of  31.7  cents  to  15.7  cents  in  these 
schools.  As  a  result,  the  level  of  program  participation  increased  by 
one-third  and  the  number  of  free  lunches  provided  more  than  doubled. 

In  Georgia,  20  needy  schools  were  approved  as  demonstration 
projects.  Lunch  prices  were  substantially  lowered  because  of  the 
additional  funds  provided  and  the  level  of  participation  increased 
from  63  percent  of  enrollment  to  84  percent. 

In  Tennessee,  it  was  possible  to  initiate  a  lunch  program  for  the 
first  time  in  16  schools  which  had  previously  been  unable  to  finance 
a  lunch  program.  With  the  special  assistance  funds  it  was  possible 
to  establish  lunch  prices  in  these  16  programs  at  10  to  16  cents  with 
the  result  that  nearly  90  percent  of  the  1 ,300  children  in  these  schools 
were  able  to  receive  a  lunch  at  school  for  the  first  time. 

In  order  to  assist  the  States  to  meet  their  added  supervisory  func¬ 
tions  in  administering  section  11,  the  bill  authorizes  appropriations 
for  advances  to  States  where  necessary  for  that  purpose. 


E.  THE  SPECIAL  MILK  PROGRAM 

The  Agricultural  Act  of  1954  provided  that  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation  funds  could  be  used  to  increase  the  consumption  of  fluid 
milk  by  children  in  public  and  nonprofit  private  high  schools  and 
elementary  schools.  It  was  a  time  of  high  acquisitions  of  dairy 
products  under  the  price-support  program  and  the  House  Committee 
on  Agriculture  stated: 

In  section  320,  the  committee  also  provides  for  the  next  2 
years  an  entirely  new  and  extremely  beneficial  method  of 
supporting  dairy  prices  by  providing  for  increased  fluid  milk 
consumption  by  children  in  nonprofit  schools  of  high  school 
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grade  and  under.  At  the  present  time,  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  is  not  authorized  to  purchase  milk  and 
sell  it  to  schools  or  donate  it  for  school  lunch  programs  and 
similar  uses.  This  will  authorize  CCC  to  use  not  to  exceed 
$50  million  of  its  funds  for  such  disposal  activities  during 
each  of  the  next  2  years. 

In  1956,  the  program  was  extended  for  an  additional  2  years  and 
was  expanded  to  include  nonprofit  nursery  schools,  child-care  centers, 
settlement  houses,  and  similar  agencies  for  the  care  and  training  of 
underprivileged  children.  At  that  time,  the  House  Committee  on 
Agriculture  stated: 


The  special  school  milk  program  is  not  a  charity  program. 
It  is  a  program  for  the  utilization  of  surplus  fluid  milk  by 
making  it  available  to  children  in  schools  and  similar  insti¬ 
tutions.  The  method  of  distribution  is  for  the  Department 
of  Agriculture  to  pay  part  of  the  cost  of  the  fluid  milk  over 
and  above  that  normally  consumed  by  the  school  or  institu¬ 
tion,  so  that  milk  may  be  made  available  to  children  at  a 
reduced  price,  thus  stimulating  consumption. 


( 


By  1958,  although  the  $75  million  in  program  funds  were  still 
charged  to  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation,  it  was  explicitly 
stated  that  they— 


shall  not  be  considered  as  amounts  expended  for  the  purpose 
of  carrying  out  the  price-support  program. 

The  Agricultural  Act  of  1961  authorized  appropriations  to  carry 
on  the  program  for  the  5  fiscal  years  ending  on  June  30,  1967. 

During  the  fiscal  year  which  ended  June  30,  1966,  some  3  billion 
half  pints  of  milk  were  consumed  under  this  program.  This  was 
over  and  above  the  3  billion  half  pints  of  milk  served  as  part  of  the 
type  A  lunch  under  the  national  school  lunch  program. 

Consumption  under  the  special  milk  program  represents  about  2/ 
percent  of  the  national  fluid  milk  consumption. 


V.  Programs  Proposed  To  Be  Included  in  the  National  School 

Lunch  Act 
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A.  SPECIAL  MILK  PROGRAM 


Section  13  of  the  bill  provides  for  extension  of  the  special  milk 
program  through  fiscal  year  1970.  Existing  authority  for  this  program 
expires  June  30,  1967.  The  legislative  authority  for  continuance  of 
the  program  is  incorporated  in  these  amendments  to  the  National 
School  Lunch  Act  because  both  programs  are  administered  through 
State  educational  agencies  and  are  concerned  with  the  improved 
nutrition  of  our  Nation’s  children. 

The  language  of  the  amendment  makes  it  clear  that  the  milk  pro¬ 
gram  is  to  be  operated  by  the  Secretary — 

to  the  maximum  extent  practicable  in  the  same  manner  as  he 
administered  the  special  milk  program  provided  for  bv  Public 
Law  85-478  as  amended,  during  the  fiscal  year  ended  June  30, 
1966. 
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This  language  is  not  intended  to  restrict  program  administration  or 
program  growth  unduly.  It  is  intended  to  indicate  the  general  lines 
of  program  operation  which  the  committee  favors. 

The  milk  program  has  made  a  substantial  contribution  to  improved 
nutrition  among  children  and  should  now  be  made  an  integral  part  of 
our  national  effort,  on  this  score. 

This  section  carries  its  own  authorization  authority  as  does  each  of 
the  other  sections  to  assure  that  there  will  be  no  transfer  of  funds 
among  the  various  programs  and  that  each  program  will  stand  and  be 
funded  on  its  own  merits. 

B.  BREAKFAST  PROGRAM 


J 


Under  section  14  of  the  bill  the  Secretary  is  authorized  to  initiate 
a  2-year  pilot  breakfast  program  in  certain  types  of  schools.  Eligible 
schools  would  be  those  drawing  attendance  from  areas  in  which  poor 
economic  conditions  exist  and  also  those  schools  where  a  substantial 
proportion  of  the  children  enrolled  travel  long  distances. 

There  is  no  question  but  that  thousands  of  children  arrive  at  school 
hungry  and  this  inevitably  affects  their  span  of  attention  and  conduct. 
In  rural  areas,  children  frequently  ride  the  bus  for  as  much  as  an  hour 
or  more  and  then  stand  around  and  wait  for  school  to  start.  These 
children  leave  home  early  and  time  often  does  not  allow  for  adequate 
breakfast.  They  often  must  wait  6  to  8  hours  for  lunch.  In  urban 
areas,  thousands  of  children  are  in  families  where  the  mother  must 
leave  for  work  long  before  the  children  leave  for  school.  Breakfast 
tends  to  be  a  neglected  meal. 

In  determining  the  eligibility  of  schools  drawing  attendance  from 
areas  in  which  poor  economic  conditions  exist,  the  committee  is  con¬ 
cerned  that  there  be  a  reasonably  uniform  interpretation  by  the 
various  Federal  Government  agencies  and  suggests  that,  in  administer¬ 
ing  the  program,  the  Secretary  consider  the  eligibility  standards 
prescribed  under  the  Elementary  and  Secondary  Education  Act  of 
1965. 

In  cases  of  very  severe  need  in  the  school,  the  Secretary  may  author¬ 
ize  financial  assistance  up  to  90  percent  of  the  operating  costs  of  the 
program.  In  most  situations,  however,  Federal  assistance  will  be 
limited  to  the  food  supplies  needed  for  the  program  with  local  sources 
defraying  labor  and  other  costs. 

Following  the  pattern  and  experience  with  the  type  A  lunch  under 
the  national  school  lunch  program,  the  Secretary  is  authorized  to  pre¬ 
scribe  nutritional  standards  that  must  be  met.  The  basic  strength 
of  the  lunch  program  has  been  that  participating  schools  must  agree 
to  serve  a  combination  of  foods  that  improve  a  child’s  nutrition  in 
order  to  receive  Federal  assistance.  A  great  deal  of  research  has  gone 
into  the  question  of  what’  a  child  needs  each  day  and  from  this  came 
the  type  A  meal  pattern  followed  in  the  school  lunch  program.  As 
part  of  its  technical  assistance  efforts,  the  U.S.  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture  has  developed  menu  planning  and  buying  guides  that  are  made 
available  to  the  schools  but  local  school  lunch  officials  do  all  their  own 
day-in,  day-out  menu  planning.  They  may  serve  any  food  they 
want  as  long  as  the  total  meal  meets  established  nutritional  require¬ 
ments.  The  same  techniques  and  procedures  will  be  followed  under 
the  pilot  breakfast  program. 

S.  Kept.  1360,  89-2 - 2 
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The  pilot  breakfast  program  also  carries  the  provision  that — • 

Such  breakfasts  shall  be  served  without  cost  or  at  a  reduced 
cost  only  to  children  who  are  determined  by  local  school 
authorities  to  be  unable  to  pay  the  full  cost  of  the  breakfast. 

In  making  such  determinations,  such  local  authorities  should, 
to  the  extent  practicable,  consult  with  public  welfare  and 
health  agencies.  No  physical  segregation  of  or  other  discrim¬ 
ination  against  any  child  shall  be  made  by  the  school  because 
of  his  inability  to  pay. 

To  the  extent  practicable,  it  is  expected  that  children  determined 
to  be  needy  will  pay  a  nominal  or  token  price.  Other  children  attend¬ 
ing  schools  approved  for  a  breakfast  program  may  participate  on  a 
paying  basis. 

C.  NONFOOD  ASSISTANCE  PROGRAM 

Although  the  present  National  School  Lunch  Act  carries  authority 
for  providing  nonfood  assistance,  this  section  has  not  been  funded 
for  many  years  since  the  language  is  general  in  tone  and  does  not  lend 
itself  to  concentrating  funds  in  those  specific  schools  that  most  need 
help  in  initiating  or  expanding  a  food  service.  For  this  reason,  section 
15  of  the  proposed  amendments  is  designed  to  spell  out  the  intent  of 
Congress  in  this  respect. 

There  are  9  million  children  who,  for  one  reason  or  another,  have  no 
access  to  a  meal  at  school.  Many  rural  schools  and  many  urban 
schools,  built  years  ago,  have  no  food  service  facilities.  In  many  of 
these  schools  most  of  the  children  enrolled  are  in  families  with  very 
limited  income.  The  local  tax  base  is  limited  and  the  many  needs 
of  the  community  are  such  that  funds  are  inadequate  to  meet  these 
needs. 

Section  15  provides  that  the  State  educational  agency  may  provide 
assistance  to  schools  in  this  situation.  Applicant  schools  will  be  re¬ 
quired  to  justify  their  need  for  assistance  on  a  project  basis  and  to 
submit  a  detailed  description  of  the  equipment  to  be  acquired  and 
their  proposals  for  its  use  in  meeting  the  nutritional  needs  of  children. 
In  addition,  State  or  local  sources  must  bear  one-fourth  of  the  cost  of 
equipment  or  facilities  financed  under  this  authority. 

Careful  and  prudent  administration  of  this  section  will  be  required 
to  assure  its  full  effectiveness. 


<*: 


D.  STATE  ADMINISTRATIVE  EXPENSES 

The  national  school  lunch  program  has  operated  for  20  years  with 
all  State  administrative  costs  borne  by  the  State  governments.  The 
program  has  now  reached  a  stage,  including  the  introduction  of  the 
new  activities,  where  the  States  will  have  to  increase  their  supervisory 
and  technical  assistance  capabilities. 

Section  11,  the  special  assistance  phase  of  the  national  school  lunch 
program;  the  breakfast  program  and  the  nonfood  assistance  program 
will  require  a  greatly  expanded  effort  on  the  part  of  State  school  lunch 
personnel.  More  analysis  will  be  required  to  determine  the  eligibility 
of  schools  for  special  assistance.  These  schools  will  need  guidance  in 
all  phases  of  their  lunch  operations.  A  thorough  analysis  will  also 
be  needed  on  a  project-by-project  basis  of  applications  for  nonfood 
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assistance.  Schools  will  also  need  help  to  get  off  to  a  sound  start  on 
a  breakfast  program. 

In  view  of  this  additional  workload  and  the  additional  responsi¬ 
bilities  the  State  educational  agencies  are  being  asked  to  undertake, 
the  bill  provides  that  some  help  may  be  provided  these  agencies 
where  necessary  to  enable  them  to  administer  these  additional 
activities  effectively. 


E.  PRESCHOOL  PROGRAMS 


Section  23  clarifies  the  situation  with  respect  to  preschool  programs. 
At  the  present  time,  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  may  not  make 
school  lunch  programs  available  to  children  in  schools  below  the 
kindergarten  level  even  though  they  are  attending  an  organized  class. 
If  such  programs  are  operated  as  part  of  the  school  system,  the  children 
in  attendance  will  now  be  made  eligible  for  school  food  programs. 

VI.  Section-by-Section  Explanation 

SECTION  1 - TECHNICAL  AMENDMENTS 

Section  1(A)  keeps  the  appropriation  authorization  for  the  national 
school  lunch  program  separate  from  those  for  the  new  programs 
provided  by  the  bill. 

Section  1  (B)  excludes  funds  appropriated  for  the  new  programs 
from  section  6  of  the  National  School  Lunch  Act,  which  provides  that 
part  of  the  funds  may  be  used  for  Department  administrative  expenses 
and  part  may  be  used  for  direct  food  purchases. 

Section  1  (C)  defines  “nonprofit  institution”  as  an  institution,  other 
than  a  school,  which  provides  for  the  care  and  training  of  children  and 
no  part  of  the  net  earnings  of  which  inures  to  the  benefit  of  any  private 
shareholder  or  individual. 

Section  1  (D)  adds  new  sections  13  through  25  to  the  National 
School  Lunch  Act.  The  new  sections  are  as  follows: 

Section  13— Special  Milk. 

Section  14 — -School  Breakfast. 

Section  15— Nonfood  Assistance. 

Section  16  through  25 — General  Provisions. 


NEW  SECTION  13 — SPECIAL  MILK  PROGRAM 


New  section  13,  which  provides  for  the  special  milk  program  is 
identical  to  section  2  of  the  act  of  July  1,  1958,  the  current  authority 
for  the  special  milk  program,  except  (1)  the  current  authority  runs 
only  through  June  30,  1967,  while  the  new  authority  runs  through 
fiscal  1970;  (2)  appropriations  would  be  limited  to  not  more  than 
$110  million  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1967;  not  more  than 
$115  million  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1968;  and  not  more 
than  $120  million  for  each  of  the  2  succeeding  fiscal  years;  and  (3) 
new  section  13  requires  the  Secretary  to  administer  the  program  in 
the  same  manner  as  in  the  past.  This  last  change  was  considered 
necessary  to  make  clear  the  intention  of  Congress  that  the  course  of 
the  program  is  not  to  be  changed.  The  language  of  the  existing  law 
provides  the  Secretary  with  very  broad  authority  as  to  the  manner  in 
which  the  program  is  to  be  conducted.  He  might  administer  it  in 
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the  same  general  manner  as  in  the  past;  or  he  could  place  much  greater 
emphasis  on  assistance  to  schools  in  low-income  areas,  schools  without 
school  lunch  programs,  or  otherwise  change  the  course  of  the  program. 
The  change  described  in  item  (3)  above  would  require  the  Secretary 
to  administer  the  program  insofar  as  practicable  in  the  same  manner 
as  in  the  past.  Since  the  new  authority  would  he  part  of  the  National 
School  Lunch  Act,  the  general  provisions  of  that  act  would  be 
applicable. 


NEW  SECTION  14 — PILOT  BREAKFAST  PROGRAM 

New  section  14  provides  for  a  pilot  school  breakfast  program  for 
fiscal  years  1967  and  1968. 

Subsection  (a)  authorizes  appropriations  for  such  program  in  schools 
serving  children  from  low-income  areas  and  in  schools  drawing  atten¬ 
dance  from  children  who  have  to  travel  long  distances.  The  appro¬ 
priation  for  fiscal  1967  could  not  exceed  $7.5  million.  The  appropria¬ 
tion  for  fiscal  1968  could  not  exceed  $10  million. 

Subsections  (b)  and  (c)  provide  for  apportionment  to  States.  Three 
percent  would  be  apportioned  to  Guam,  the  Virgin  Islands,  Puerto 
Rico,  and  American  Samoa,  on  the  basis  of  the  number  of  children  ages 
5  through  17.  From  the  balance  the  other  States  would  each  receive, 
first,  a  basic  grant  of  about  $49,000  (a  total  of  $2,500,000  equally 
divided)  and,  second,  additional  funds  on  the  basis  of  need  as  indicated 
by  the  number  of  children  in  the  State,  ages  5  through  17,  in  families 
with  income  of  less  than  $2,000  plus  children,  ages  5  through  17,  in 
families  with  incomes  of  more  than  $2,000  per  annum  from  payments 
under  the  program  for  aid  to  families  with  dependent  children. 

Subsection  (d)  requires  States  to  disburse  funds  to  schools  found 
eligible  by  the  State  educational  agency  at  rates  per  meal  that  will  be 
established  by  the  Secretary.  These  funds  are  to  be  spent  only  for 
food  for  needy  children. 

Subsection  (e)  provides  that  in  instances  of  severe  need,  the  Secre¬ 
tary  may  authorize  assistance  up  to  90  percent  of  the  operating  cost  of 
a  breakfast  program,  including  the  cost  of  obtaining,  preparing  and 
serving  food.  In  these  schools  Federal  funds  could  be  disbursed  in 
amounts  in  excess  of  the  per  meal  rates  described  in  subsection  (d)  and 
could  be  used  to  cover  costs  of  preparation  and  serving  in  addition  to 
the  cost  of  the  food  itself.  Assistance  under  subsection  (e)  would  be 
given  only  if  the  applicant  school  showed  the  need  for  such  assistance. 

Subsection  (f)  requires  meals  served  under  this  section  to  meet 
nutritional  requirements  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  on  the  basis  of 
tested  nutritional  research  and  to  be  served  free  or  at  reduced  cost  only 
to  those  children  found,  by  local  school  authorities,  to  be  unable  to 
pay  the  full  cost.  This  is  generally  similar  to  the  requirement  con¬ 
tained  in  the  existing  National  School  Lunch  Act. 

Subsection  (g)  provides  that  the  Department  of  Agriculture  will 
administer  the  program  in  nonprofit  private  schools  in  those  States 
whose  educational  agency  is  forbidden,  by  law,  to  disburse  funds  to 
other  than  public  schools.  This  is  similar  to  the  method  followed 
under  the  National  School  Lunch  Act. 

NEW  SECTION  15 — NONFOOD  ASSISTANCE  PROGRAM 

New  section  15  provides  for  a  permanent  nonfood  assistance  program 
in  schools  drawing  attendance  from  poor  economic  areas. 
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Subsection  (a)  authorizes  appropriations  to  assist  States  in  helping 
such  schools  acquire  facilities,  other  than  land  and  buildings,  for  the 
storage,  preparation,  transportation,  and  serving  of  food. 

Subsection  (b)  provides  that  funds  shall  be  apportioned  among  the 
States  on  the  same  basis  as  school  lunch  funds  under  section  4.  Pay¬ 
ments  to  States  are  made  on  condition  that  one-fourth  of  the  cost  of 
any  facilities  financed  shall  be  borne  by  State  or  local  funds. 

Subsection  (c)  permits  the  State  educational  agency  to  disburse 
funds  to  eligible  schools  by  advance  or  by  reimbursement  only  on 
request  from  the  school,  accompanied  by  a  detailed  description  of  the 
facilities  to  be  acquired  and  plans  for  their  use  to  improve  the  nutri¬ 
tional  needs  of  the  children  in  the  school.  Applicant  schools  would 
have  to  show  the  need  for  such  assistance  and  the  inability  of  local 
tax  sources  to  finance  the  facilities. 

Subsection  (d)  requires  the  Department  of  Agriculture  to  administer 
the  program  in  nonprofit  private  schools  in  those  States  where  the 
,State  educational  agency  is  not  permitted,  by  law,  to  disburse  funds 
to  other  than  public  schools. 

NEW  SECTION  16 — PAYMENTS  TO  STATES 

New  section  16  provides  that  the  Secretary  shall  certify  to  the 
Secretary  of  Treasury  payments  to  be  made  to  any  State  under  the 
new  provisions  and  the  Secretary  of  Treasury  shall  make  the  payment. 
This  is  the  same  procedure  currently  used  under  the  national  school 
lunch  program. 

NEW  SECTION  17 — STATE  ADMINISTRATIVE  EXPENSES 

New  section  17  authorizes  the  appropriation  of  funds  needed  to 
assist  State  educational  agencies  in  the  administration  of  additional 
activities  undertaken  under  sections  11,  14,  and  15  (the  existing 
provision  for  special  school  lunch  assistance  in  low-income  areas,  and 
the  new  provisions  for  school  breakfasts  and  nonfood  assistance). 

NEW  SECTION  18 - UTILIZATION  OF  FOODS 

)  New  section  18  requires  schools  participating  in  file  breakfast 
program  to  use  to  the  extent  practicable  foods  designated  by  the 
Secretary  as  being  in  abundance,  and  to  receive  foods  donated  by  the 
Department  of  Agriculture. 

NEW  SECTION  19 — NONPROFIT  PROGRAMS 

New  section  19  requires  all  food  and  milk  service  programs  receiving 
assistance  under  the  act  to  be  operated  on  a  nonprofit  basis.  This  is 
similar  to  the  requirement  under  the  National  School  Lunch  Act. 

NEW  SECTION  20 — -STATISTICAL  DATA 

New  section  20  provides  that  information  on  numbers  of  children, 
ages  5  through  17,  and  on  per  capita  income  shall  be  made  available 
by  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  and,  unless  otherwise  specified,  shall  be 
the  latest  available.  Data  on  the  numbers  of  children,  ages  5  through 
17,  in  families  with  incomes  of  more  than  $2,000  per  annum  from 
payments  under  the  Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare’s 
program  of  aid  to  families  with  dependent  children  shall  be  provided 
by  that  Department. 
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NEW  SECTION  21 — REGULATIONS 

New  section  21  authorizes  regulations. 

NEW  SECTION  22 — PROHIBITIONS 

New  section  22  prohibits — 

(а)  The  Secretary  and  the  States  from  imposing  any  require¬ 
ments  with  respect  to  teaching  personnel,  curriculum,  or  materials 
of  instruction  in  carrying  out  the  special  milk  or  other  programs 
added  to  the  National  School  Lunch  Act.  A  similar  provision 
now  applies  to  the  national  school  lunch  program. 

(б)  The  value  of  assistance  to  children  under  the  National 
School  Lunch  Act  from  being  considered  as  income  or  resources 
for  purposes  of  other  programs. 

(c)  State  and  local  expenditures  for  food  programs  for  children 
from  being  reduced  as  a  result  of  funds  received  under  the 
National  School  Lunch  Act. 

NEW  SECTION  23 - PRESCHOOL  PROGRAMS 

New  section  23  authorizes  the  Secretary  to  extend  the  benefits  of 
school  feeding  programs  under  the  act  to  preschool  programs  operated 
as  part  of  the  school  system. 

NEW  SECTION  24 — CENTRALIZATION  OF  ADMINISTRATION 

New  section  24  would  centralize  in  the  Department  of  Agriculture 
the  administration  of  all  Federal  programs  to  provide  assistance  to 
school  food  service  programs.  To  the  extent  practicable  other  Federal 
agencies  would  be  required  to  transfer  to  the  Department  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  any  funds  to  be  used  for  such  assistance.  The  purpose  of  the 
Committee  is  that  Federal  assistance  not  be  dissipated  by  being 
divided  among  various  agencies  and  administered  under  varying 
regulations  through  varying  local  agencies. 

In  view  of  the  proliferation  of  child  feeding  programs  in  schools, 
sponsored  and  financed  by  several  agencies  of  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment,  under  varying  regulations  and  standards,  it  seems  time  to 
express  the  intent  of  Congress  that  these  programs  be  brought  under 
the  supervision  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture.  It  would  be 
difficult  to  find  a  program  that  has  been  operated  more  effectively  and 
efficiently  or  to  the  greater  benefit  of  children  than  the  national  school 
lunch  program.  The  thousands  of  schools  throughout  the  country 
that  participate  in  this  program  know  precisely  what  is  required  of 
them.  The  lines  of  administration  and  communication  are  clear. 
The  mutual  responsibilities  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture,  the 
State  educational  agency,  and  the  local  school  authorities  are  thor¬ 
oughly  understood  by  all.  The  technical  assistance  resources,  the 
workshop  and  other  techniques  used  by  State  and  local  groups 
throughout  the  country  for  training  their  school  lunch  personnel  are 
well  established  and  effective. 

The  national  school  lunch  program  is  the  largest  food  service  of  its 
kind  in  the  world.  It  is  logical,  therefore,  that  full  use  be  made  of  the 
expertness  acquired  in  20  years  of  operating  this  program. 
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NEW  SECTION  25 — NO  CHANGE  IN  SCHOOL  LUNCH  PROGRAM 

New  section  25  requires  the  school  lunch  program  to  be  administered 
in  the  same  manner  as  in  the  past. 

There  has  been  considerable  misunderstanding  recently  as  to  the 
prospects  for  continuing  the  national  school  lunch  program  in  its 
present  form.  The  committee  is  thoroughly  convinced  that  there  was 
no  intent  to  change  the  basic  national  school  lunch  program  in  any 
way.  To  assure  that  no  such  change  can  occur  and  to  express  full 
confidence  in  the  existing  administration  and  operation  of  the  program, 
section  25  provides  that: 

The  Secretary  shall  administer  sections  1  through  12  of 
this  act  to  the  maximum  extent  practicable  in  the  same 
manner  as  he  administered  those  sections  during  the  fiscal 
year  ended  June  30,  1966. 

This  language  is  not  intended  to  inhibit  program  administration. 
It  is  intended  to  indicate  the  committee’s  endorsement  and  approval 
of  the  approach  now  being  followed  in  program  administration. 

Changes  in  Existing  Law 

In  compliance  with  subsection  (4)  of  rule  XXIX  of  the  Standing 
Rules  of  the  Senate  changes  in  existing  law  made  by  the  bill,  as 
reported,  are  shown  as  follows  (existing  law  proposed  to  be  omitted 
is  enclosed  in  black  brackets,  new  matter  is  printed  in  italic,  existing 
law  in  which  no  change  is  proposed  is  shown  in  roman) : 

National  School  Lunch  Act 

AN  ACT  To  provide  assistance  to  the  States  in  the  establishment,  maintenance, 

operation,  and  expansion  of  school-lunch  programs,  and  for  other  purposes 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  of  the 
United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled,  That  this  Act  may 
be  cited  as  the  “National  School  Lunch  Act.” 

$  $  sje  j|c  4s  * 

APPROPRIATIONS  authorized 

Sec.  3.  For  each  fiscal  year  there  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  ap¬ 
propriated,  out  of  money  in  the  Treasury  not  otherwise  appropriated, 
such  sums  as  may  be  necessary  to  enable  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
(hereinafter  referred  to  as  “the  Secretary”)  to  carry  out  the  provisions 
of  this  Act,  other  than  section  11  and  other  than  sections  13  through  15 
and  section  1 7. 

******* 
DIRECT  FEDERAL  EXPENDITURES 

Sec.  6.  The  funds  appropriated  for  any  fiscal  year  for  carrying  out 
the  provisions  of  this  Act  ( other  than  sections  13  through  15  and  section 
17),  less  not  to  exceed  3 Y2  per  centum  thereof  hereby  made  available 
to  the  Secretary  for  his  administrative  expenses,  less  the  amount 
apportioned  by  him  pursuant  to  sections  4,  5,  and  10,  and  less  the 
amount  appropriated  pursuant  to  section  11,  shall  be  available  to  the 
Secretary  during  such  year  for  direct  expenditure  by  him  for  agri- 
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cultural  commodities  and  other  foods  to  be  distributed  among  the 
States  and  schools  participating  in  the  school-lunch  program  under 
this  Act  in  accordance  with  the  needs  as  determined  by  the  local 
school  authorities.  The  provisions  of  law  contained  in  the  proviso 
of  the  Act  of  June  28,  1937  (50  Stat.  323),  facilitating  operations  with 
respect  to  the  purchase  and  disposition  of  surplus  agricultural  com¬ 
modities  under  section  32  of  the  Act  approved  August  24,  1935  (49 
Stat.  774),  as  amended,  shall,  to  the  extent  not  inconsistent  with  the 
provisions  of  this  Act,  also  be  applicable  to  expenditures  of  funds  by 
the  Secretary  under  this  Act. 

******* 
MISCELLANEOUS  PROVISIONS  AND  DEFINITIONS 

Sec.  12.  (a)  States,  State  educational  agencies,  and  schools  partici¬ 
pating  in  the  school-lunch  program  under  this  Act  shall  keep  such 
accounts  and  records  as  may  be  necessary  to  enable  the  Secretary  to 
determine  whether  the  provisions  of  this  Act  are  being  complied  with. 
Such  accounts  and  records  shall  at  all  times  be  available  for  inspec¬ 
tion  and  audit  by  representatives  of  the  Secretary  and  shall  be  pre¬ 
served  for  such  period  of  time,  not  in  excess  of  five  years,  as  the 
Secretary  determines  is  necessary. 

(b)  The  Secretary  shall  incorporate,  in  his  agreements  with  the 
State  educational  agencies,  the  express  requirements  under  this  Act 
with  respect  to  the  operation  of  the  school-lunch  program  under  this 
Act  insofar  as  they  may  be  applicable  and  such  other  provisions  as 
in  his  opinion  are  reasonably  necessary  or  appropriate  to  effectuate 
the  purposes  of  this  Act. 

(c)  In  carrying  out  the  provisions  of  this  Act,  neither  the  Secre¬ 
tary  nor  the  State  shall  impose  any  requirement  with  respect  to  teach¬ 
ing  personnel,  curriculum,  instruction,  methods  of  instruction,  and 
materials  of  instruction  in  any  school. 

(d)  For  the  purposes  of  this  Act — 

(1)  “State”  means  any  of  the  fifty  States,  the  District  of  Co¬ 
lumbia,  the  Commonwealth  of  Puerto  Rico,  the  Virgin  Islands, 
Guam,  or  American  Samoa. 

(2)  “State  educational  agency”  means,  as  the  State  legislature 
may  determine,  (A)  the  chief  State  school  officer  (such  as  the 
State  superintendent  of  public  instruction,  commissioner  of  edu¬ 
cation,  or  similar  officer),  or  (B)  a  board  of  education  controlling 
the  State  department  of  education;  except  that  in  the  District  of 
Columbia  it  shall  mean  the  Board  of  Education. 

(3)  “Nonprofit  private  school”  means  any  private  school  ex¬ 
empt  from  income  tax  under  section  501(c)(3)  of  the  Internal 
Revenue  Code  of  1954. 

(4)  “Nonfood  assistance”  means  equipment  used  by  schools  in 
storing,  preparing,  or  serving  food  for  schoolchildren. 

(5)  “Participation  rate”  for  a  State  means  a  number  equal  to 
the  number  of  lunches,  consisting  of  a  combination  of  foods  and 
meeting  the  minimum  requirements  prescribed  by  the  Secretary 
pursuant  to  section  9,  served  in  the  preceding  fiscal  year  by  schools 
participating  in  the  program  under  this  act  in  the  State,  as  de¬ 
termined  by  the  Secretary. 

(6)  “Assistance  need  rate”  (A)  in  the  case  of  any  State  having 
an  average  annual  per  capita  income  equal  to  or  greater  than  the 
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average  annual  per  capita  income  for  all  the  States,  shall  be  5; 
and  (B)  in  the  case  of  any  State  having  an  average  annual  per 
capita  income  less  than  the  average  annual  per  capita  income  for 
all  the  States,  shall  be  the  product  of  5  and  the  quotient  obtained 
by  dividing  the  average  annual  per  capita  income  for  all  the 
States  by  the  average  annual  per  capita  income  for  such  State, 
except  that  such  product  may  not  exceed  9  for  any  such  State. 
For  the  purposes  of  this  paragraph  (i)  the  average  annual  per 
capita  income  for  any  State  and  for  all  the  States  shall  be  deter¬ 
mined  by  the  Secretary  on  the  basis  of  the  average  annual  per 
capita  income  for  each  State  and  for  all  the  States  for  the  three 
most  recent  years  for  which  such  data  are  available  and  certified 
to  the  Secretary  by  the  Department  of  Commerce;  and  (ii)  the 
average  annual  per  capita  income  for  American  Samoa  shall  be 
disregarded  in  determining  the  average  annual  per  capita  income 
for  all  the  States  for  periods  ending  before  July  1,  1967. 

(7)  “School”  means  any  public  or  nonprofit  private  school  of 
high  school  grade  or  under  and,  with  respect  to  Puerto  Rico,  shall 
also  include  nonprofit  child-care  centers  certified  as  such  by  the 
Governor  of  Puerto  Rico. 

(8)  “Nonprofit  institution'’  means  any  public  or  private  institution, 
except  a  school  or  other  educational  institution  of  higher  learning, 
which  provides  for  the  care  and  training  of  children  and  no  part  of 
the  net  earnings  of  which  inures  to  the  benefit  of  any  private  share¬ 
holder  or  individual. 

SPECIAL  MILK  PROGRAM 
AUTHORIZATION 

Sec.  13.  There  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  for  the  fiscal 
year  ending  June  30,  1967,  not  to  exceed  $110,000,000,  for  the  fiscal  year 
ending  June  30,  1968,  not  to  exceed  $115,000,000,  and  for  each  of  the 
two  succeeding  fiscal  years  not  to  exceed  $120,000,000,  to  enable  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture,  under  such  rules  and  regulations  as  he  may 
deem  in  the  public  interest,  to  encourage  consumption  of  fluid  milk  by 
children  in  the  United  States  in  ( 1 )  nonprofit  schools  of  high  school  grade 
and  under,  and  ( 2 )  nonprofit  nursery  schools,  child-care  centers,  settlement 
houses,  summer  camps,  and  similar  nonprofit  institutions  devoted  to  the 
care  and  training  of  children.  For  the  purposes  of  this  section  “United 
States”  means  the  fifty  States  and  the  District  of  Columbia.  The  Secretary 
shall  administer  the  special  milk  program  provided  for  by  this  section 
to  the  maximum  extent  practicable  in  the  same  manner  as  he  administered 
the  special  milk  program  provided  for  by  Public  Law  85-478  as  amended, 
during  the  fiscal  year  ended  June  30,  1966. 

Note. — Section  13  is  substantially  similar  to  section  2  of  Public 
Law  85-478,  and  a  comparison  of  the  two  provisions  is  hereinafter 
set  out. 

SCHOOL  BREAKFAST  PROGRAM 
A  UTHORIZ  AT  ION 

Sec.  14 •  («-)  There  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  for  the 
fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1967,  not  to  exceed  $7,500,000;  and  for  the 
fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1968,  not  to  exceed  $10,000,000,  to  enable 
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the  Secretary  to  formulate  and  carry  out  a  pilot  program  to  assist  States 
through  grants-in-aid  and  other  means,  to  initiate,  maintain,  or  expand 
nonprofit  breakfast  programs  in  schools  drawing  attendance  from  areas 
in  which  poor  economic  conditions  exist  and  in  schools  to  which  a  sub¬ 
stantial  proportion  of  the  children  enrolled  must  travel  long  distances. 

APPORTIONMENT  TO  STATES 

(i b )  Of  the  funds  appropriated  for  the  purposes  of  this  section  for  any 
fiscal  year,  the  Secretary  shall  reserve  3  per  centum  for  apportionment  to 
Guam,  the  Virgin  Islands,  Puerto  Pico,  and  American  Samoa.  Such 
funds  shall  be  apportioned  among  such  States  on  the  basis  of  the  ratio  of 
the  number  of  children  of  ages  five  through  seventeen  in  each  such  State 
to  the  number  of  all  children  of  ages  five  through  seventeen  in  all  such 
States. 

(c)  Of  the  remainder  of  the  funds  appropriated,  the  Secretary  shall  for 
each  fiscal  year,  ( 1 )  apportion  the  first  $2,500,000  equally  among  the 
States,  other  than  Guam,  the  Virgin  Islands,  Puerto  Pico,  and  American 
Samoa,  and  ( 2 )  apportion  the  remainder  among  such  States  on  the  basis 
of  the  ratio  of  the  number  of  children  in  each  State  of  ages  five  through 
seventeen  in  families  with  incomes  of  less  than  $2,000  per  annum  plus 
the  number  of  children  of  ages  five  through  seventeen  in  families  with 
incomes  of  more  than  $2,000  per  annum  from  payments  under  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare’s  program  of  aid  to  families 
with  dependent  children  to  the  total  number  of  such  children  in  the  fifty 
States  and  the  District  of  Columbia. 

STATE  DISBURSEMENT  TO  SCHOOLS 

(d)  Funds  apportioned  and  paid  to  any  State  for  the  purpose  of  this 
section  shall  be  disbursed  by  the  State  educational  agency  to  schools  selected 
by  the  State  educational  agency,  to  reimburse  such  schools  for  the  cost  of 
obtaining  agricultural  and  other  foods  for  consumption  by  needy  children 
in  a  breakfast  program  and  for  the  purpose  of  subsection  (e).  Such  food 
costs  may  include,  in  addition  to  the  purchase  price,  the  cost  of  processing , 

'■  distributing,  transporting,  storing,  and  handling.  Disbursement  to 
schools  shall  be  made  at  such  rates  per  meal  or  on  such  other  basis  as  the 
Secretary  shall  prescribe.  In  selecting  schools,  the  State  educational 
agency  shall,  to  the  extent  practicable,  give  first  consideration  to  those 
schools  drawing  attendance  from  areas  in  which  poor  economic  conditions 
exist  and  to  those  schools  to  which  a  substantial  proportion  of  the  children 
enrolled  must  travel  long  distances. 

(e)  In  circumstances  of  severe  need  where  the  rate  per  meal  established 
by  the  Secretary  is  deemed  by  him  insufficient  to  carry  on  an  elective 
breakfast  program  in  a  school,  the  Secretary  may  authorize  financial 
assistance  up  to  90  per  centum  of  the  operating  costs  of  such  a  program, 
including  cost  of  obtaining,  preparing,  and  serving  food.  In  the  selec¬ 
tion  of  schools  to  receive  assistance  under  this  section,  the  State  educa¬ 
tional  agency  shall  require  applicant  schools  to  provide  justification  of 
the  need  for  such  assistance. 

NUTRITIONAL  AND  OTHER  PROGRAM  REQUIREMENTS 

(  f)  Breakfasts  served  by  schools  participating  in  the  school  breakfast 
program  under  this  section  shall  consist  of  a  combination  of  foods  and 
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shall  meet  minimum  nutritional  requirements  prescribed  by  the  Secretary 
on  the  basis  of  tested  nutritional  research.  Such  breakfasts  shall  be 
served  without  cost  or  at  a  reduced  cost  only  to  children  who  are  deter¬ 
mined  by  local  school  authorities  to  be  unable  to  pay  the  full  cost  of  the 
breakfast.  In  making  such  determinations,  such  local  authorities  should, 
to  the  extent  practicable,  consult  with  public  welfare  and  health  agencies. 
No  physical  segregation  of  or  other  discrimination  against  any  child 
shall  be  made  by  the  school  because  of  his  inability  to  pay. 

NONPROFIT  PRIVATE  SCHOOLS 

(g)  If  in  any  State  the  State  educational  agency  is  not  permitted  by 
law  to  disburse  the  funds  paid  to  it  under  this  section  to  nonprofit  private 
schools,  the  Secretary  shall  withhold  from  the  funds  apportioned  to  any 
such  State  under  subsections  (6)  and  (c)  of  this  section  an  amount  based 
on  the  ratio  of  the  number  of  children  enrolled  in  nonprofit  private  schools 
within  the  State  to  the  total  number  of  children  enrolled  in  all  schools 
within  the  State.  The  Secretary  shall  disburse  the  funds  so  withheld 
directly  to  the  nonprofit  private  schools  within  such  State  for  the  same 
purposes  and  subject  to  the  same  conditions  as  are  required  of  a  State 
educational  agency  disbursing  funds  made  available  under  this  section. 

NONFOOD  ASSISTANCE  PROGRAM  AUTHORIZATION 

Sec.  15.  (a)  There  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  for  the 
fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1967,  and  for  each  fiscal  year  thereafter  such 
sums  as  may  be  necessary  to  enable  the  Secretary  to  formulate  and  carry 
out  a  program  to  assist  the  States  through  grants-in-aid  and  other  means  to 
supply  schools  drawing  attendance  from  areas  in  which  poor  economic 
conditions  exist  with  facilities,  other  than  land  and  buildings,  for  the 
storage,  preparation,  transportation,  and  serving  of  food  to  enable  such 
schools  to  establish,  maintain,  and  expand  school  food  service  programs. 

APPORTIONMENTS  TO  STATES 

(b)  The  Secretary  shall  apportion  the  funds  appropriated  for  the 
purposes  of  this  section  among  the  States  during  each  fiscal  year  on  the 
same  basis  as  apportionments  are  made  under  section  j  of  this  Act  for 
supplying  agricultural  and  other  foods,  except  that  apportionment  to 
American  Samoa  for  any  fiscal  year  shall  be  on  the  same  basis  as  the 
apportionment  to  the  other  States.  Payments  to  any  State  of  funds 
apportioned  for  any  fiscal  year  shall  be  made  upon  condition  that  one- 
fourth  of  the  cost  of  any  facilities  financed  under  this  subsection  shall  be 
borne  by  State  or  local  funds. 

STATE  DISBURSEMENT  TO  SCHOOLS 

( c )  Funds  apportioned  and  paid  to  any  State  for  the  purpose  of  this 
section  shall  be  disbursed  by  the  State  educational  agency  to  assist  schools, 
which  draw  attendance  from  areas  in  which  poor  economic  conditions  exist 
and  which  have  no,  or  grossly  inadequate,  facilities,  to  conduct  a  school 
food  service  program,  and  to  acquire  such  facilities.  In  the  selection  of 
schools  to  receive  assistance  under  this  section,  the  State  educational 
agency  shall  require  applicant  schools  to  provide  justification  of  the  need 
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for  svch  assistance  and  the  inability  of  local  tax  sources  to  finance  the 
food  service  equipment  and  facilities  needed.  Disbursements  to  any  school 
may  be  made,  by  advances  or  reimbursements,  only  after  approval  by  the 
State  educational  agency  of  a  request  by  the  school  for  funds,  accompanied 
by  a  detailed  description  of  the  facilities  to  be  acquired  and  the  plans  for 
the  use  thereof  in  effectively  meeting  the  nutritional  needs  of  children  in 
the  school. 

NONPROFIT  PRIVATE  SCHOOLS 

(d)  If  in  any  State  the  State  educational  agency  is  not  permitted  by 
law  to  disburse  the  funds  paid  to  it  under  this  section  to  nonprofit  private 
schools  in  the  State,  the  Secretary  shall  withhold,  from  the  funds  appor¬ 
tioned  to  such  State  under  subsection  (b)  an  amount  which  bears  the  same 
ratio  to  such  funds  as  the  number  of  lunches,  consisting  of  a  combination 
of  foods  and  meeting  the  minimum  requirements  prescribed  by  the  Secre¬ 
tary  under  section  9  of  this  Act  served  in  the  preceding  fiscal  year  by  all 
nonprofit  private  schools  participating  in  the  program,  under  section  2 
within  the  State,  as  determined  by  the  Secretary,  bears  to  the  participation 
rate  for  the  State.  The  Secretary  shall  dibsurse  the  funds  so  withheld 
directly  to  the  nonprofit  private  schools  within  such  State  for  the  same 
purposes  and  subject  to  the  same  conditions  as  are  required  of  a  State 
educational  agency  disbursing  funds  made  available  under  this  section. 

PAYMENTS  TO  STATES 

Sec.  16.  The  Secretary  shall  certify  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury 
from  time  to  time  the  amounts  to  be  paid  to  any  State  under  sections  18 
through  1 7  of  this  Act  and  the  time  or  times  such  amounts  are  to  be  paid; 
and  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  shall  pay  to  the  State  at  the  time  or 
times  fixed  by  the  Secretary  the  amounts  so  certified. 

STATE  ADMINISTRATIVE  EXPENSES 

Sec.  17.  The  Secretary  may  utilize  funds  appropriated  under  this 
section  for  advances  to  each  State  educational  agency  for  use  for  its 
administrative  expenses  in  supervising  and  giving  technical  assistance 
to  the  local  school  districts  in  their  conducting  of  programs  under  this  Act. 
Such  funds  shall  be  advanced  only  in  amounts  and  to  the  extent  deter¬ 
mined  necessary  by  the  Secretary  to  assist  such  State  agencies  in  the 
administration  of  additional  activities  undertaken  by  them  under  sections 
11,  If,  and  15  of  this  Act.  There  are  hereby  authorized  to  be  appro¬ 
priated  such  sums  as  may  be  necessary  for  the  purposes  of  this  section. 

UTILIZATION  OF  FOODS 

Sec.  18.  Each  school  and  nonprofit  institution  participating  under 
section  If  of  this  Act  shall,  insofar  as  practicable,  utilize  in  its  program 
foods  designated  from  tim,e  to  time  by  the  Secretary  as  being  in  abundance, 
either  nationally  or  in  the  school  area,  or  foods  donated  by  the  Secretary. 
Foods  available  under  section  fl6  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  19 f 9  (68 
Stat.  1058),  as  amended,  or  purchased  under  section  32  of  the  Act  of 
August  2f,  1935  (f9  Stat.  77 f),  as  amended,  or  section  709  of  the  Food  and 
Agriculture  Act  of  1965  (79  Stat.  1212),  may  be  donated  by  the  Secretary 
to  schools,  in  accordance  with  the  needs  as  determined  by  local  school 
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authorities,  and  to  nonprofit  institutions  for  utilization  in  their  feeding 
programs  under  this  Act. 

NONPROFIT  PROGRAMS 

Sec.  19.  The  food  and  milk  service  programs  in  schools  and  nonprofit 
institutions  receiving  assistance  under  this  Act  shall  he  conducted  on  a 
nonprofit  basis. 

STATISTICAL  DATA 

Sec.  20.  Data  on  numbers  of  children  of  ages  five  through  seventeen 
and  on  per  capita  income  shall  be  made  available  by  the  Secretary  of 
Commerce  to  the  Secretary  and,  except  where  otherwise  expressly  staled 
in  this  Act,  shall  be  the  latest  available.  Data  on  the  numbers  of  chil¬ 
dren,  ages  5  through  17,  in  families  with  incomes  of  more  than  2,000 
per  annum  from  payments  under  the  Department  of  Health,  Education, 
and  Welfare's  program  of  aid  to  families  with  dependent  children  shall 
be  provided  by  that  Department. 

REGULATIONS 

Sec.  21.  The  Secretary  shall  prescribe  such  regulations  as  he  may  deem 
necessary  to  carry  out  this  Act. 

PROHIBITIONS 

Sec.  22.  (a)  In  carrying  out  the  provisions  of  sections  18  through  15 
of  this  Act,  neither  the  Secretary  nor  the  State  shall  impose  any  require¬ 
ments  with  respect  to  teaching  personnel,  curriculum,  instruction, 
methods  of  instruction,  and  materials  of  instruction  in  any  nonprofit 
institution. 

(6)  The  value  of  assistance  to  children  under  this  Act  shall  not  be 
considered  to  be  income  or  resources  for  any  purpose  under  any  Federal 
or  State  laws  including,  but  not  limited  to,  laws  relating  to  taxation, 
welfare,  and  public  assistance  programs.  Expenditures  of  funds  from 
State  and  local  sources  for  the  maintenance  of  food  programs  for  children 
shall  not  be  diminished  as  a  result  of  funds  received  under  this  Act. 

PRESCHOOL  PROGRAMS 

Sec.  23.  The  Secretary  may  extend  the  benefits  of  school  feeding  pro¬ 
grams  under  this  Act  to  include  preschool  programs  operated  as  part  of 
the  school  system. 

CENTRALIZATION  OF  ADMINISTRATION 

Sec.  24-  Authority  for  the  conduct  and  supervision  of  Federal  programs 
to  assist  schools  in  providing  food  service  proorams  for  children  is  assigned 
to  the  Department  of  Agriculture.  To  the  extent  practicable,  other 
Federal  agencies  administering  programs  under  which  funds  are  to  be 
provided  10  schools  for  such  assistance  shall  transfer  such  funds  to  the 
Department  of  Agriculture  for  distribution  through  the  administrative 
channels  and  in  accordance  uith  the  standards  established  under  this  Act. 
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NO  CHANGE  IN  SCHOOL  LUNCH  PROGRAM 

Sec.  25.  The  Secretary  shall  administer  sections  1  through  12  of  this 
Act  to  the  maximum  extent  practicable  in  the  same  manner  as  he  ad¬ 
ministered  those  sections  during  the  fiscal  year  ended  June  SO,  1966. 

(Comparison  of  the  new  section  13  proposed  to  be  added  to  the 
National  School  Lunch  Act  by  the  bill  with  section  2  of  Public  Law 
85-478  (existing  law  not  included  in  section  13  is  enclosed  in  black 
brackets,  new  language  is  printed  in  italic,  and  language  contained  in 
both  section  13  and  section  2  is  shown  in  roman):) 

[Sec.  2.J  Sec.  13.  There  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated 
for  the  fiscal  year  [beginning  July  1,  1962,  and  for  each  of  the  four 
fiscal  years  thereafter  suen  sums  as  may  be  necessary]  ending  June  80, 
1967,  not  to  exceed  $110,000,000;  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1968, 
not  to  exceed  $115 ,000,000;  and  for  each  of  the  two  succeeding  fiscal  years 
not  to  exceed  $120,000,000,  to  enable  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture, 
under  such  rules  and  regulations  as  he  may  deem  in  the  public  interest, 
to  encourage  consumption  of  fluid  milk  by  children  in  the  United  States 
in  (1)  nonprofit  schools  of  high  school  grade  and  under,  and  (2)  non¬ 
profit  nursery  schools,  child-care  centers,  settlement  houses,  summer 
camps,  and  similar  nonprofit  institutions  devoted  to  the  care  and 
training  of  children.  For  the  purposes  of  this  [Act]  section  “United 
States”  means  the  [50]  fifty  States  and  the  District  of  Columbia. 
The  Secretary  shall  administer  the  special  milk  program  provided  for 
by  this  section  to  the  maximum  extent  practicable  in  the  same  manner  as 
he  administered  the  special  milk  program  provided  for  by  Public  Law 
85-1778  as  amended,  during  the  fiscal  year  ended  June  80,  1966. 
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Calendar  No.  1325 

S.  3467 

[Report  No.  1360] 


IN  THE  SENATE  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES 


1 

June  6, 1966 

Mr.  Ellender  (by  request)  introduced  the  following  bill ;  which  was  read  twice 
and  referred  to  the  Committee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry 


July  7, 1966 

Reported,  under  authority  of  the  order  of  the  Senate  of  June  30,  1966,  by 

Mr.  Ell  ender,  with  an  amendment 


[Strike  out  all  after  the  enacting  clause  and  insert  the  part  printed  in  italic] 


A  BILL 

To  amend  the  National  School  Lunch  Act,  as  amended,  to 
strengthen  and  expand  food  service  programs  for 
children. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Represent  a.- 

2  fives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled . 

3  That  the  National  School  Hunch  Aeh  as  amcndeth  is 
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-(41)-  By  inserting  m  section  0  alter  the  word  -bkeB- 
where  first  occurs  the  lellewmg-;  --(ether  than  secth 
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(C)-  By  adding  at  the  end  el  subsection  -(4)-  el 
section  4-2;  the  following  new  paragraph-; 

-(B)-  Nonprofit  institutioh  means  any  publie  er  private 
hj  except  a  school  er  ether  educational  institution 
el  higher  learning;  which  provides  ler  the  care  and  train- 
ing  el  children  and  ne  part  el  the  net  earnings  el  which 
inures  te  the  benefit  el  any  private  shareholder  er  individual^ 
-(B)-  By  adding  at  the  end  el  the  Act  the 
ing  new  sections-; 
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-4Sec-.  Bk  There  is  hereby  authorized  te  be  appropriated 
ler  the  fiscal  year  beginning  July  4;  4904;  and  each  fiscal 
year  thereafter  daring  the  period  ending  June  JO;  1970, 
such  sums  as  may  be  nceessary,  but  net  in  excess  el 
$400^)00^000  ler  any  fiscal  year,  te  enable  the  Secretary 
el  Agriculture,  under  such  rules  and  regulations  as  he  may 
deem  in  the  publie  interest,  te  encourage  consumption  el 


fluid  milk  by  children  in  the  United  States  in  -(4)-  m 
schools  el  high  school  grade  and  under,  and  -(B)-  nonprofit 
nursery  schools,  child-care  centers,  settlement  houses,  sum¬ 
mer  camps;  and  similar  nonprofit  institutions  devoted  te  the 
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eare  and  training  el  eftfidrem  Per  tfie  purposes  el  tftis 
section  -United  States^  means  lire  fifty  States  and  tfie  District 
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AUTHORIZATION 


‘^eo?  4-ft  -(e)-  -Ifiere  is  feerefiy  authorized  te  fie  appre- 
ler  eaefi  el  tfie  fiseal  years  ending  d-une  fifty  4-90-7-7 
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ieftiatey  maintain  er  expand  eeeprefit  breakfast-  programs 
fir  sefieels  drawing  attendance  from  areas  fir  -whiefi  peer 


exist  and  in 


te 


a  sufi- 


TtVAltAVll  Qi  l  /  \{‘  iliA 
U1  UJJv/rtlUll  ul  lllv 

distances? 


must  travel  leng 


APPORTIONMENT  TO  STATES 
--(fi)-  01  tfie  funds  appropriated  ler  tfie  purposes  el 
tftis  section  ler  any  fiseal  ye  ary  tfie  Secretary  sfeall 
fi  per  eentum  ler  appertienment  te  Guam,  tfie  Virgin  4sl 
■Puerto  Pieey  and  -American  Samoa?  Suefi  lunds  sludl  fie 
apportioned  among  seek  States  en  tfie  fiasis  el  tfie  ratio  el 
tfie  number  el  efiildren  el  ages  fixe  through  seventeen  in 
eaefi  suefi  State  te  tfie  number  el  aft  efiildren  el  ages  five 


tfirengfi  s 


in  all  suefi  States: 


H-(e)-  01  tfie  remainder  el  tfie  funds  appropriated?  tfie 
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4 


Secretary  shall  ler  each  fiscal  yeay  -ft-)-  apportion  the  frrst 
$2,500,000  eynally  ameng  the  States7  ether  than  Onam7 
the  Virgin  lalandy  Pnerto  -Pice7  and  American  Snn-H->a7  and 
-f2)-  appertien  the  remainder  among  aneh  States  on  the 
basis  et  the  ratio  ot  the  nnmher  ot  children  in  each  State  el 


ages  free  threngh  seventeen  in  lamifres  with  ineemes  el  leaa 
than  $2tOOO  per  annnm  pins  the  nnmher  el  children  el  agea 


free  threngh  acventeen  in  lamifres  renewing  mere  than 
$2,900  per  annnm  from  payment  a  nnder  the  Department 

nl  TTf  Ml  1  kl  V-  l^i  /l  ]  1  4  •  M  i~4  f'v  ip.  W  i v  1  lit  *  O  Tll't  1  Q'VO  1H  i  >1  iUil  j~Ci 

*  *  l  1  1  v  c  1 1 1  11^  -IJlllli’l  (It  ;I  1  ,  <  1 1  1  v  l  TT  Vllftlv  o  pivt^TTllTt  tit  (Utt  t  '  ' 


lamihea  with  dependent  children  te  the  tetad  nmnher  el 
aneh  children  in  the  frlty  States  and  the  Diatriot  el  frelnmhiaT 


STATE 


oe>  scHcxn-e 


--(d)-  Pun  da 


and  paid  te  any  State  ler  the 


pnrpeae  el  thia  aectien  ahall  he  dlsl,nraed  hy  the  State  ednea- 
tienal  agency  te  aeheela  aelected  he  the  State 


ageneyr  te  rt 


aneh  aeheela  ler  the  eeat  el  ehtaining 


O  i  \  /  I  a  f  h  ey  1  o  1/  >1* 

rtrltT  w  1 1 1  vl  Tt7t7Trrr  trip 


he  needy 


children  in  a  break  la  at  pregram  and  ler  the  pnrpeae  el  anh- 
-fe-)-7  Sneh  lend  eeata  may  Inclnder  in  addition  te 


the  pnrehaae  pricer  the  ceat  el  preeeaaingr  distributing,  trana- 
pertmgr  ateringy  and  handhngr  Disbursement  te  aeheela 
ahafr  he  made  at  aneh  ratea  per  meal  er  on  aneh  ether  haaia 
as  the  Seeretary  ahafr  prose-ride.  In  aelecting  seheels7  the 
State  educational  agency  ahalfr  te  the  entent  praetieahle7  give 
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heal  eaasideeafiaa  la  fhase  sehaels  deawiap  affeedaeee  learn 
aeeas  m  which  paae  eeammdc  eaiedhams  ewsfr 

^-fe-)-  4~a  eimmislaaees  al  se-vere  aeed  whew  the  eate  me 
meal  established  by  the  Keeeetaey  is  deemed  by  him  iasal- 
heieat  la  cany  aa  an-  effective  beeaklast  peepeem  ia  a  selmah 
the  Ideeeetaey  may  aathaeiw  haaaeial  assistaaee  ap  la  00 
pee  eeatam  at  the  aperafiap  easts  at  saeh  a  peepeam-  ia- 
eladiap  east  at  abtahaagj  prepaeiapp  ami  seewiag  laadr 
-  ■  y  t -Tt  {  it  toy  a-  l  am  otto  efteaway  a  my- wime-XTs 
^-(4)-  Heeakfasts  see-ved  by  sebaals  paeticipatiap  ia  the 
sehaai  beeaklast  peepeam  aadee  this  seetiaa  shah  eeasist-  a!  a 
eambiaatiaa  af  leads  ami  shall  meet  miaimam  aateitiaaal 
eepaieemeafs  prescribed  hy  fhe  Keeretsey  aa  fhe  hash  al 
leafed  aalehmaal  reseaecla  haeh  breakfasts  ahah  he  seeded 
withaal  eaal  er  at  a  redaeed  caal  la  ehildrea  who  are  deter- 
abaed  hy  laeal  sehaai  aatharities  0+  he  aaahle  la  pay  ihe  fall 
eaal  al  Ihe  breakfastr  4a  makiap  aach  deteraaaafieaw  saeh 
laeal  aatharities  ahatddr  la  ihe  exteat  peaelleahle-,-  eaaaall 
whh  pahlie  welfare  aad  heallli  apeaeiesr  4\a  phyateaf  sep- 
repafiaa  al  ar  ether  diserhaiaatiaa  apa’msf  aav  ehild  ahah  he 


made  bv  the  aehaal 


al  Ida  iaahhhy  la  paw 


•NONPROFIT  PRIVATE  K(  IK)Oa 


--4p'f  41  m  aay  State  ihe  State  edacalioaal  apeaey  ia  aal 
^^j^tted  hw  law  la  disbarse  ihe  hmda  paid  la  if  Rader  ihia 
aeetian  la  aeaprebt  private  sell  cals,  Ihe  Secretary  shall  with  - 
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6 


held  from  Ike  lands  apportioned  to  any  seek  State  ander 
sabseetiens  -(b)-  and  -(e)-  el  this  section  an  ameant  based  on 
the  sake  el  Ike  namber  el  children  enrobed  in  nonprofit 
private  sekeeis  within  tke  State  te  tke  total  namber  ol  chil¬ 
dren  enrolled  in  all  sekeeis  witkin  tke  Stater  Tke 


shah  disknrse  tke  lands  so  withheld  directly  to  tke 
private  sekeeis  witkin  seek  State  lor  tke  same  pnrposes  and 
enbjeet  to  tke  same  conditions  as  are  repaired  ol  a  State 

Imirle  TY1  orlo  111 O  n ll  /I on 

I  llllUo  lllclUU  it  V  ClTJ.cb  t  'Ik  till  Hi  1 


tkis  seetionr 


to  assist  tke  States  tkreakk  m-i 

o  o 


-AONF©©©  ASSISTANCE  PBOOKAM 

Tatithoeization 

“Sect  4fir  -(a)-  There  is  hereby  antkerbed  to  he 
priated  lor  tke  fiscal  pear  ending  Jane  fitfi  bfifi&y  and  lor 
each  fiscal  vear  thereafter  sack  sams  as  mav  he 
to  enable  the  Secretary  to  fommiate  and  carry  oat  a 

id  and  other  means  to 
snpplv  schools  drawing  attendance  from  areas  in  winch  poor 
ie  conditions  exist  with  faeilitiesy  other  than  land  and 
iy  for  tke  steragey  preparation-,  transportation  and 
serving  of  food  to  enable  sack  sekeeis  to  establisky  maintain 
and  expand  sckool  food  service  programsT 

-  ^AFPOETIONMENTS  TO  STATES 
—-(b)-  Tke  Secretary  skall  apportion  the  lands  appro¬ 
priated  for  tke  pnrposes  of  this  section  among  the  States 
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during  eaeb  fiseal  year  an  tbe  same  basis  as 
are  made  under  seefian  4  el  tins  Aet  far  supplying  agrieul- 
fural  and  a  Acer  feadsy  exeept  fbaf  appeal iomn out  fa  Ameriean 
Samoa  far  any  fiscal  year  shall  be  an  Ike  same  basis  as  Ike 
la  Ate  a  Acer  Atatesr  Payments  te  any  State 


el  lends  apportioned  lee  any  fiseal  year  ska  11  be  made  npen 
eendition  Anti  enefiourtb  el  Ike  eesl  A  any  lae! Ikies  financed 
under  Ads  subsection  si  tall  be  borne  by  State  er  loPill  ftt'l  1(1  St 

— (e)  Funds  apportioned  and  paid  to  any  State  lee  Ike 

11111M1AOP  r\4*  f  1  ~t  -i  c  i  c<p/ >tl  All  cjl  i  o  11  l_ip  /Ixol  ki  lnT  t  1  w  >  ,Q|  f  A  f  /  v  prln _ 

j.'  til  jlU  b  v  v/T  11 11  o  ui  l  1  1  vol  I  Mltll  1  77U  tTmtTtti  PetT  I  j  \  t  IIP  K_/  tcilP  1  utl 

Pfl  fil  All  A  1  OitTOnfA7  |a  iLOiillii  QPiItApI  C«  ivln  pi  1  /]vOiTi\T  O P (  pn./l  fl 1TPP  j*l*ATtl 
viillUJlJ  11  ilri^  v.  1 1  v  \  tTt  tlopl  oT7  u  v  111  MAI  oy  Y\ FT  1  vl  1  111  1 1  \Y  il  1 1  U1 1\.  Ill  1  iVy  tiutTi 

areas  in  which  peer  economic  conditions  exist  and  which 

li  o  \to  n  a  av  rry/tes'l  \r  nx  o  A  ppin  o  (  p  t  a  o  1  -l-i  f  1  p c1  f  a  /  */ 1 1 1  <-1 1 1  / i_t  da]  i  aa! 
1 1  cb  »  L  llUy  vTT  ^TtlpPTT  Ti  1  <  llivljl  t  <  It  v  j  lilvITlllVtP,  ttt  II  tllUllv.  t  It  Mil  UUT 

leer  service  pregrann  and  le  acquire  suck  laedifiesr  Fis¬ 
ts  le  any  sckeel  may  be  madcy  by  advances  or  re- 
Sy  only  alter  approval  by  Ike  State  educational 

o  0*011  r*  tt  r\  f  o  vp  p  11  p  c  i  1  tit  pli  p  c*p]  1  pp]  Iap  ftiiuly  a  PPFHt 1  1  in  ill  p/t 
(K^trlyj  tit  it  TTtjTtrPt  tm  tilt'  M  1  lUUt  1' tr  Til  I  lUPj  ill  1  U1I1|J(U  llvtl 

ky  a  detailed  description  el  Ike  facilities  to  ke  acquired  and 
Ike  plans  for  Ike  use  thereof  in  efieeAyely  meeting  Ike  nutri¬ 
tional  needs  of  olnidren  in  Ike  sekeek 


U 


yoy-pi?opyp  plh-va^p  Hi 


‘-  (d)  A  In  any  Stale  Ike  State  edueaAenal  agency  is  net 
permitted  ky  law  le  disburse  tbe  funds  paid  to  it  nnder  Ads 
seefian  le  non-profit  private  sebeels  in  tbe  State,-  tbe  Seere- 
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key  skrtk  ekkkold  fwwi  Ike  leeds  rtppeytiaeed  le  suck  Slate 

W>/l/>v  I'lilw/wfi/ni  /  1  \  \  >)n  nitmiiiif  att1)  i  r*li  1  >  ( 1  o  4l  *  f\  c<r>  ~n~i  r*  y»>tm 

ri.lv  1  n  LI  llov.  i  lIUll  I  "  /  I  till  1 1 1 1 1  *  'lilll  >'  11 1  v  11  !  A(li  n  till/  oilllll'  1  till  U 

le  seek  leeds  as  Ike  eae+key  el  leaekesy  eeesistieg  el  ft 
eayekiettliaft  el  leads  eed  eieetieg  Ike  eiiekeftfti  reepercmcrits 
ke  ike  Seeyetrtye  eedey  scctiee  0  el  ikis  Aet 


served  ie  ike  pyeeedieg  ksetd  ycey  by  ek  eeeprekt  pyivrtte 
sekaels  pftytkipfttieg  ie  ike  pregytee  eedey  seetiee  4  witkin 
Ike  klrtltft  es  detereihicd  by  Ike  Secyeta yyT  keeys  le  Ike  ptcy- 
ticipatioe  yate  ley  Ike  dirtier  4ke  Keeretayy  skrtk  diskuyse 
ike  keels  se  wilkkeld  dkeelly  le  ike  eeeppekl  pyivrtte  sekeels 
■wither  seek  State  ley  Ike  sceee  peypases  «ed  sekjeet  le  Ike 

o.->  i>i/>  i  l  ul  1 1 1 1  vi  w  s*  e  y<  i  r<wiiiin,p<1  nf  «•>  S*»i  1 1 1  4  i  *  eJneetinihil  .  \  n  u « \ r 
Ocvlll  i.  v  vlll  11 1 1 1  ‘  Min  tin  (111  1  vv  j  1 1 1 1  III  ill  tT  I  '  l  <  1 1  V  l  III  tvtlLlUlltll  tl^  l/lll  ) 

klskersiiig  leetls  a-tade  avakakle  eedey  lies  seethee 

“l*A YM  ENTS  TO  STATES 

-See-.  44k  kke  Steyekey  skrtk  eeythy  le  ike  Secyekey 
el  Ike  kkeaseyy  tree*  ikee  le  Ikee  Ike  rtereeats  le  ke  peel 
le  aey  State  eedey  seetiee  4k  tkraegk  4-7  el  ikis  Aet  aed  ike 
ikee  er  leees  seek  aftiaeats  eye  le  ke  ptad-j  aed  Ike  Secretary 
el  ike  Treasury  skrtk  pay  le  Ike  Stele  el  Ike  ikee  ey  leees 
feed  by  ike  Secretary  Ike  rteieeels  se 


STATE  AIHYHNUHT K A TI  YE  EX-PEX'SES 

-ASECv  47t  44se  Seeretrtry  eray  e-hkye  eel  le  exceed  44 
pey  eeekee  el  Ike  lakd  leeds  appropriated  eedey  Ikis  Ael 
ley  aey  kseel  year  ley  ad  va  aces  le  eaek  State  edaeatieartl 
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programs  under  44s  Acts  Provided,  4hot  no  suck  agency 
shah  receive  a  sum  greater  than  4  per  centum  el  Ike  leeks 
apportioned  to  it  under  ties  Aety  or  $5y790,  whichever  is 
greater.  4he  amount  el  seek  payments  shall  he  deducted 
Irene  seek  appropriated  kinds  prior  to  any  apportionment 
thereof  under  this  Act? 


SELECTION  OP  SCHOOLS 


“Sec?  48?  4n  the  s 


and 


ra¬ 


te  receive  Federal  assistance  under  sections  44k  4-4? 
and  44  el  this  Act?  the  State  agency  shah  adopt  the  methods 
and  procedures  necessary  to  assure  coordination  with  and 
givey  where  the  need  is  cempurahlcy  preference  to  programs 
carried  on  under  the  -Elementary  and  Secondary  Education 


Act  of  4905  and  the 


rttmity  Act  of  4-901  in 


Q4  I  /  « I  4  £> 
M  1 t li  7r 


Is  or  institutions 


U 


FTILI^A-TIO^  -FOfffiS 


-Sec-  444  Each  school  and  nonprofit  institution  partici¬ 
pating  under  section  44  of  this  Aet  shaky  insofar  as  praeti- 
cahlcy  utilise  in  its  program  foods  designated  from  time  to 
time  hy  the  Secretary  as  being  m  abundance ,  either  na¬ 
tionally  or  in  the  school  areoy  or  foods  dnnated  hy  the  Secre- 
tacyr  -Foods  avails  hie  under  section  44-0  of  the  Agricultural 
Aet  of  4-949  -(00  Slat?  4Q58)-~  as  amended?  or  purchased 
under  section  02  of  the  Aet  of  August  24y  4905  -(49  Stat? 
S.  3407 - 2 
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10 


7-74)-y  as  amcmlcky  as  seetlaa  499  al  tke  44a4  aa4  Agri¬ 
culture  Act  el  19k5  -(49  Stah  4-2  42) ,  may  ke  denoted  ky 
tke  Secretary  la  schools,  la  accordance  wkk  tka  needs  as 
ky  leaal  school  authentic  Sy  and  ta  neapsefit 
las  utkmatien  m  their  leading  programs  under 
this  Aety  as  aceh  as  ta  a-tkas  sakaals  earrvhig  eat  nonprofit 
sekaal  lunch  programs  aa4  atkas  mstitutiens  uutkermed  ta 
reeei-ve  sack  feeds-.- 

“nonpeoei-t  peck-hca-ms 

—Sec-AOt  4ka  Iaa4  and  milk  scr-yiee  programs  in  schools 

a  t~i  /I  ri,Aiin  ni'/ifl  f  1 H,cA  ll1!  1 1.1  All  3»/>aai\tiv)  ry  a  aai  o.f.o  i )  on  lltulpi*  iliac;  A  of 

tttTttt  TTT7T1  J*I  Oil  t  IlToTl T7 1 IT  1  t7TlO  rtTUlTllt^  ttnolo  tiil  II  I  l 111 VlUl  tlllo  XTTTt 

skak  ka  aaa4aeta4  aa  a  nonprofit  kasisr 

“STATISTICAL  DATA 

ABlCt  24t  kktta  aa  numbers  al  children  al  agas  five 
tkrougk  se-renteen  aa4  aa  pas  capka  income  skak  ka  made 
avuilahle  ky  tka  Saesatasy  al  fkemmeree  ta  tka  Saasatasy  andy 
except  where  otherwise  expressly  stated  la  tkls  Aety  skak  ka 
tka  latest 


-SlCt  2A  4ka  Seesatasy  skak 
as  ka  may  4aesa  aaeassasy  ta  eassy  eat  tkls  Aetr 


Ike  seek  scgulatlaas 


U 


rRO-IIIBITIONti 


-‘Sec.  kk~fu)-  Jn  carrying  aat  tka  precisians  al  section 
►  af  tkls  Aaty  neither  tka  Secretary  aas  tka  State  skak 
•sa  aay  requirements  with  respect  ta  teaekiag 


an- 
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11 


ourrionlum?  iestrueliea7  methods  el  lestriic-t4ueT  aed  malerials 

■‘-fb-)-  bbe  value  el  assistance  le  ebb  dree  eeder  this  Aet 
sball  eel  be  eeesidered  le  be  ieeeere  er  reseerees  br  a i tv  pur¬ 
pose  eeder  aey  federal  er  blab  lavas  ieeledie^  bet  eel 
heeled  be  lavas  relabel  le  bvabeu-r  vredare-r  aed  pebbe 
asalsteeee  erogeae+ST  bveeedileres  el  bads  beet  State  aed 


leeal  searees  ler  ibe  araiateaaeee  el  bed  ptatyaats  br  ebib 
dree  sbab  eel  be  diminished  as  a  resell  el  funds  reserved 
eeder  Ibis  Aed 

* 4  1  p ( '  OJ.  Illh-A  ftpevpt  o  v\r  111  O  /I  f  1  >  rv  Iwn)  fi  f  o  eii: 

le  lb  v  .  —  rrtt^  ki t? I  rl  i  M  r  y  rri ct  y  “A:tv  HU.  trrr“  TJtvl l v  l  1  te  t7T 

sebeel  bediag  proyraats  eeder  ibis  Aet  le  delude  presebeel 

piegraera  eperabd  as  pari  el  Ibe  sebeel  system .  - 

That  the  National  School  Lunch  Act,  as  amended,  is 


(A)  By  inserting  in  section  3  before  the  period  at 
the  end  thereof  the  following  phrase:  uand  other  than 
sections  13  through  15  and  section  17" . 

(B)  By  inserting  in  section  6  after  the  word  “Act” 
where  it  first  occurs  the  following:  u (other  than  sections 
13  through  15  and  section  17)”. 

(C)  By  adding  at  the  end,  of  subsection  (d)  of 
section  12,  the  following  new  paragraph: 

“(8)  ‘ Nonprofit  institution  means  any  public  or  private 
institution,  except  a  school  or  other  educational  institution 
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of  higher  learning,  which  provides  for  the  care  and  train¬ 
ing  of  children  and  no  part  of  the  net  earnings  of  which  in¬ 
ures  to  the  benefit  of  any  private  shareholder  or  individual.” 

(D)  Bg  adding  at  the  end  of  the  Act  the  follow¬ 
ing  new  sections: 

“special  milk  program 
‘  ‘a  uthoriza  tion 

“Sec.  IS.  There  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated 
for  the  fiscal  gear  ending  June  30,  1967,  not  to  exceed  $110, 
000,000 ;  for  the  fiscal  gear  ending  June  SO,  1968,  not  to 
exceed  $115 ,000 ,000 ;  and  for  each  of  the  two  succeeding 
fiscal  gears  not  to  exceed  $ 120,000.000 ,  to  enable  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Agriculture,  under  such  rides  and  regulations  as  he 
mag  deem  in  the  public  interest,  to  encourage  consumption  of 
fluid  milk  by  children  in  the  United  States  in  ( 1 )  nonprofit 
schools  of  high  school  grade  and  under,  and  (2)  nonprofit 
nursery  schools,  child-care  centers,  settlement  houses,  sum¬ 
mer  camps,  and,  similar  nonprofit  institutions  devoted  to  the 
care  and  training  of  children.  For  the  purposes  of  this  sec¬ 
tion  ‘United  Stales’  means  the  fifty  States  and  the  District 
of  Columbia.  The  Secretary  shall  administer  the  special 
milk  program  provided  for  by  this  section  to  the  maximum 
extent  practicable  in  the  same  manner  as  he  administered 
the  special  milk  program  provided  for  by  Public  Law  85-478 
gs  amended,  during  the  fiscal  year  ended  June  SO,  1966. 
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“school  breakfast  program 

“ AUTHORIZATION 

“Sec.  14.  (a)  There  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appro¬ 
priated  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  SO,  1967,  not  to  ex¬ 
ceed  $7,600,000 ;  and  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 
1968,  not  to  exceed  $1 0,000.000,  to  enable  the  Secretary 
to  formulate  and  carry  out  a  pilot  program  to  assist  States 
through  grants-in-cnd  and  other  means,  to  initiate,  maintain, 
or  expand  nonprofit  breakfast  programs  in  schools  drawing 
attendance  from  areas  in  which  poor  economic  conditions 
exist  and  in  schools  to  which  a,  substantial  proportion  of  the 
children  enrolled  must  travel  long  distances. 

“apportionment  to  states 
“(b)  Of  the  funds  appropriated  for  the  purposes  of 
this  section  for  any  fiscal  year,  the  Secretary  shall  reserve 
3  per  centum  for  apportionment  to  Guam,  the  Virgin  Islands, 
Puerto  Pico,  cmd  American  Samoa.  Such  fwnds  shall  be 
apportioned  among  such  States  on  the  basis  of  the  ratio  of 
the  number  of  children  of  ages  five  through  seventeen  in 
each  such  State  to  the  number  of  all  children  of  ages  five 
through  seventeen  in  all  such  States. 

“(c)  Of  the  remainder  of  the  funds  appropriated,  the 
Secretary  shall  for  each  fiscal  year,  (1)  apportion  the  first 
$ 2,600,000  equally  among  the  States,  other  than  Guam, 
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the  Virgin  Islands,  Puerto  Pico,  and  American  Samoa,  and 
(2)  apportion  the  remainder  among  such  States  on  the 
basis  of  the  ratio  of  the  number  of  children  in  each  State  of 
ages  five  through  seventeen  in  families  with  incomes  of  less 
than  $ 2,000  per  annum  plus  the  number  of  children  of  ages 
five  through  seventeen  in  families  with  incomes  of  more  than 
$ 2,000  per  annum  from  payments  under  the  Department 
of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfares  program  of  aid  to 
families  ivith  dependent  children  to  the  total  number  of 
such  children  in  the  fifty  States  and  the  District  of  Columbia. 
“state  disbursement  to  schools 
“(d)  Funds  apportioned  and  paid  to  any  State  for  the 
purpose  of  this  section  shall  be  disbursed  by  the  State  educa¬ 
tional  agency  to  schools  selected  by  the  Stale  educational 
agency,  to  reimburse  such  schools  for  the  cost  of  obtaining 
agricultural  and  other  foods  for  consumption  by  needy 
children  in  a  breakfast  program  and  for  the  purpose  of  sub¬ 
section  (e).  Such  food  costs  may  include,  in  addition  to 
the  purchase  price,  the  cost  of  processing,  distributing,  trans¬ 
porting,  storing,  and  handling.  Disbursement  to  schools 
shall  be  made  at  such  rates  per  meal  or  on  such  other  basis 
as  the  Secretary  shall  prescribe.  In  selecting  schools,  the 
State  educational  agency  shall,  to  the  extent  practicable,  give 
first  consideration  to  those  schools  drawing  attendance  from 
areas  in  which  poor  economic  conditions  exist  and  to  those 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 


15 


schools  to  which  a  substantial  proportion  of  the  children 
enrolled  must  travel  long  distances. 

“(e)  In  circumstances  of  severe  need  inhere  the  rate  per 
meal  established  by  the  Secretary  is  deemed  by  him  insuffi¬ 
cient  to  carry  on  an  effective  breakfast  program  in  a  school, 
the  Secretary  may  authorize  financial  assistance  up  to  90 
per  centum  of  the  operating  costs  of  such  a  program,  in¬ 
cluding  cost  of  obtaining,  preparing,  and  serving  food.  In 
the  selection  of  schools  to  receive  assistance  under  this  section, 
the  State  educational  agency  shall  require  applicant  schools 
to  provide  justification  of  the  need,  for  such  assistance. 
“nutritional  and  other  program  requirements 
“(f)  Breakfasts  served  by  schools  participating  in  the 
school  breakfast  program  under  this  section  shall  consist  of  a 
combination  of  foods  and  shall  meet  minimum  nutritional 
requirements  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  on  the  basis  of 
tested  nutritional  research.  Such  breakfasts  shall  be  served 
without  cost  or  at  a  reduced  cost  only  to  children  who  are 
determined  by  local  school  authorities  to  be  unable  to  pay  the 
full  cost  of  the  breakast.  In  making  such  determinations, 
such  local  authorities  should,  to  the  extent  practicable,  consult 
with  public  welfare  and  health  agencies.  No  physical  seg¬ 
regation  of  or  other  discrimination  against  any  child  shall  be 
made  by  the  school  because  of  his  inability  to  pay. 
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“ NONPROFIT  PRIVATE  SCHOOLS 
“(g)  If  in  any  State  the  State  educational  agency  is  not 
permitted  by  law  to  disburse  the  funds  paid  to  it  under  this 
section  to  nonprofit  private  schools,  the  Secretary  shall  with¬ 
hold,  from  the  funds  apportioned,  to  any  such  State  under 
subsections  (b)  and  (c)  of  this  section  an  amount  based  on 
the  ratio  of  the  number  of  children  enrolled  in  nonprofit 
private  schools  within  the  State  to  the  total  number  of  chil¬ 
dren  enrolled  in  all  schools  within  the  State.  The  Secretary 
shall  disburse  the  funds  so  withheld  directly  to  the  nonprofit 
private  schools  within  such  State  for  the  same  purposes  and 
subject  to  the  same  conditions  as  are  required  of  a  State 
educational  agency  disbursing  funds  made  available  under 
this  section. 

“ NONFOOD  ASSISTANCE  PROGRAM 
“ AUTHORIZA  TION 

“Sec.  Id.  (a)  There  is  hereby  authorized,  to  be  appro¬ 
priated  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1967,  and  for 
each  fiscal,  year  thereafter  such  sums  as  may  be  necessary 
to  enable  the  Secretary  to  formulate  and  carry  out  a  program 
to  assist  the  States  through  grants-in-aid  and  other  means  to 
supply  schools  drawing  attendance  from,  areas  in  which  poor 
economic  conditions  exist  with  facilities,  other  than  land  and 
build  nigs,  for  the  storage,  preparation,  transportation,  and 
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serving  of  food  to  enable  such  schools  to  establish,  maintain, 
and  expand  school  food  service  programs. 

“ APPORTIONMENTS  TO  STATES 


“(b)  The  Secretary  shall  apportion  the  funds  appro¬ 
priated  for  the  purposes  of  this  section  among  the  States 
during  each  fiscal  year  on  the  same  basis  as  apportionments 
are  made  under  section  4  of  this  Act  for  supplying  agricul¬ 
tural  and  other  foods,  except  that  apportionment  to  American 
Samoa  for  any  fiscal  year  shall  be  on  the  same  basis  as  the 
apportionment  to  the  other  States.  Payments  to  any  State 
of  funds  apportioned-  for  any  fiscal  year  shall  be  made  upon 
condition  that  one-fourth  of  the  cost  of  any  facilities  financed 
under  this  subsection  shall  be  borne  by  State  or  local  funds. 
“state  disbursement  to  schools 


“(c)  Funds  apportioned  and  paid  to  any  State  for  the 
purpose  of  this  section  shall  be  disbursed  by  the  State  edu¬ 
cational  agency  to  assist  schools,  which  draw  attendance  from 
areas  in  which  poor  economic  conditions  exist  and  which 
have  no,  or  grossly  inadequate,  facilities,  to  conduct  a  school 
food  service  program,  and  to  acquire  such  facilities.  In  the 
selection  of  schools  to  receive  assistance  under  this  section, 
the  State  educational  agency  shall  require  applicant  schools 
to  provide  justification  of  the  need  for  such  assistance  and  the 
inability  of  local  tax  sources  to  finance  the  food  service  equip - 


18 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 
9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 
21 
22 
23 


merit  and  facilities  needed.  Disbursements  to  any  school  may 
be  made,  by  advances  or  reimbursements,  only  after  approval 
by  the  State  educational  agency  of  a  request  by  the  school  for 
funds,  accompanied  by  a  detailed  description  of  the  facilities 
to  be  acquired  and  the  plans  for  the  use  thereof  in  effectively 
meeting  the  nutritional  needs  of  children  in  the  school. 

“ NONPROFIT  PRIVATE  SCHOOLS 
“(d)  If  in  any  State  the  State  educational  agency  is  not 
permitted  by  law  to  disburse  the  funds  paid  to  it  under  this 
section  to  nonprofit  private  schools  in  the  State,  the  Secre¬ 
tary  shall  withhold  from  the  funds  apportioned  to  such  State 
under  subsection  (b)  an  amount  which  bears  the  same  ratio 
to  such  funds  as  the  number  of  lunches,  consisting  of  a 
combination  of  foods  and  meeting  the  minimum  requirements 
prescribed,  by  the  Secretary  under  section  9  of  this  Act 
served  in  the  preceding  fiscal  year  by  all  nonprofit  private 
schools  participating  in  the  program  under  section  2  within 
the  State,  as  determined  by  the  Secretary,  bears  to  the  par¬ 
ticipation  rate  for  the  State.  The  Secretary  shall  disburse 
the  f  unds  so  withheld  directly  to  the  nonprofit  private  schools 
within  such  State  for  the  same  purposes  and  subject  to  the 
same  conditions  as  are  required  of  a  State  educational  agency 
disbursing  funds  made  available  under  this  section. 
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“ PAYMENTS  TO  STATES 

“Sec.  16.  The  Secretary  shall  certify  to  the  Secretary 
of  the  Treasury  from  time  to  time  the  amounts  to  be  paid 
to  any  State  under  sections  13  through  17  of  this  Act  and  the 
time  or  times  such  amounts  are  to  be  paid;  and  the  Secretary 
of  the  Treasury  shall  pay  to  the  State  at  the  time  or  times 
fixed  by  the  Secretary  the  amounts  so  certified. 

“ STATE  ADMINISTRATIVE  EXPENSES 

“Sec.  17.  The  Secretary  may  utilize  funds  appropriated 
under  this  section  for  advances  to  each  State  educational 
agency  for  use  for  its  administrative  expenses  in  supervising 
and  giving  technical  assistance  to  the  local  school  districts  in 
their  conducting  of  programs  under  this  Act.  Such  funds 
shall  be  advanced  only  in  amounts  and,  to  the  extent  deter¬ 
mined  necessary  by  the  Secretary  to  assist  such  State  agencies 
in  the  administration  of  additional  activities  undertaken  by 
them  under  sections  It,  14,  and  15  of  this  Act.  There  are 
hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  such  sums  as  may  be 
necessary  for  the  purposes  of  this  section. 

“ UTILIZATION  OF  FOODS 

“Sec.  18.  Each  school  participating  under  section  14  of 
this  Act  shall,  insofar  as  practicable,  utilize  in  its  program 
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foods  designated  from  time  to  time  bg  the  Secretary  as  being 
in  abundance,  either  nationally  or  in  the  school  area,  or  foods 
donated  by  the  Secretary.  F oods  available  under  section  416 
of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949  ( 63  Stat.  1058) ,  as  amended, 
or  purchased  under  section  32  of  the  Act  of  August  24,  1935 
(49  Stat.  774) ,  as  amended,  or  section  709  of  the  Food  and 
Agriculture  Act  of  1965  (79  Stat.  1212) ,  may  be  donated  by 
the  Secretary  to  schools,  in  accordance  with  the  needs  as  de¬ 
termined  by  local  school  authorities,  for  utilization  in  their 
feeding  programs  under  this  Act. 

“ NONPROFIT  PROGRAMS 

“Sec.  19.  The  food  and  milk  service  programs  in 
schools  and  nonprofit  institutions  receiving  assistance  under 
this  Act  shall  be  conducted  on  a  nonprofit  basis. 

“statistical  data 

“Sec.  20.  Data  on  numbers  of  children  of  ages  five 
through  seventeen  and  on  per  capita  income  shall  be  made 
available  by  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  to  the  Secretary  and, 
except  where  otherwise  expressly  stated  in  this  Act ,  shall  be 
the  latest  available.  Data  on  the  numbers  of  children,  ages  5 
through  17,  in  families  with  incomes  of  more  than  $2,000  per 
annum  from  payments  under  the  Department  of  Health ,  Ed¬ 
ucation  and  Welfare’s  program  of  aid  to  families  with  de¬ 
pendent  children  shall  be  provided  by  that  Department. 
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“ REGULATIONS 

“Sec.  21.  The  Secretary  shall  prescribe  such  regula¬ 
tions  as  he  may  deem  necessary  to  carry  out  this  Act. 

“ PROHIBITIONS 

“Sec.  22.  (a)  In  carrying  out  the  provisions  of  sections 
13  through  15  of  this  Act,  neither  the  Secretary  nor  the  State 
shall  impose  any  requirements  with  respect  to  teaching  per¬ 
sonnel,  curriculum,  instruction,  methods  of  instruction,  and 
materials  of  instruction  in  any  nonprofit  institution. 

“(b)  The  value  of  assistance  to  children  under  this  Act 
shall  not  be  considered  to  be  income  or  resources  for  any  pur¬ 
pose  under  any  Federal  or  State  laws  including,  but  not  lim¬ 
ited,  to,  laws  relating  to  taxation,  welfare,  and  public  assist¬ 
ance  programs.  Expenditures  of  funds  from  State  and  local 
sources  for  the  maintenance  of  food  programs  for  children 
shall  not  be  diminished  as  a  result  of  f  unds  received  under  this 
Act. 

“preschool  programs 

“Sec.  23.  The  Secretary  may  extend  the  benefits  of 
school  feeding  programs  under  this  Act  to  include  preschool 
programs  operated  as  part  of  the  school  system. 

‘  ‘CENTRA  LIZA  TION  OF  A  DMINISTRA  TION 

“Sec.  24.  Authority  for  the  conduct  and  supervision  of 
Federal  programs  to  assist  schools  in  providing  food  service 
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programs  for  children  is  assigned  to  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture.  To  the  extent  practicable,  other  Federal  agencies 
administering  programs  under  which  funds  are  to  be  pro¬ 
vided  to  schools  for  such  assistance  shall  transfer  such  funds 
to  the  Department  of  Agriculture  for  distribution  through 
the  administrative  channels  and  in  accordance  with  the 
standards  established  under  this  Act. 

“no  change  in  school  lunch  program 
“Sec.  25.  The  Secretary  shall  administer  sections  1 
through  12  of  this  Act  to  the  maximum  extent  practicable 
in  the  same  manner  as  he  administered  those  sections  during 
the  fiscal  year  ended  June  30, 1966 A 
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COI  EGRESSION AL  RECORD  —  SENATE 


To  sfknad  information  effectively,  the  ex¬ 
perimented  have  hired  a  “family  planning 
educator”  m  each  Black  Belt  county.  The 
educator  is  a.  Negro  woman  who  is  widely 
known,  liked  \nd  respected  in  the  commu-* 
nity,  a  person  able  to  talk  informally  with, 
the  women  visit  mg  the  health  clinics. 


meet  the  challenges,  we  must  offer  the 
proper  foods  for  their  good  health. 


CHILD  NUTRITION 


Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Mr. 
President,  I  wish  to  add  my  endorse¬ 
ment  to  Senate  bill  3467,  a  bill  to  amend 
the  National  School  Lunch  Act  by  ex¬ 
panding  the  food  service  programs  that 
are  offered  to  schoolchildren  in  the 
country.  The  bill  incorporates  a  meas¬ 
ure  which  I  was  happy  to  cosponsor  to 
make  the  school  milk  program  perma¬ 
nent  and  to  maintain  its  authorization 
at  a  high  level.  It  also  contains  many 
of  the  fine  features  of  the  Child  Nu¬ 
trition  Act  which  was  proposed  earlier 
this  year. 

Coming  from  the  State  of  West  Vir¬ 
ginia,  which  shouldered  what  may  go 
down  in  history  as  the  greatest  employ¬ 
ment  hardship  anywhere  resulting  from 
technological  progress,  I  know  the  value 
of  these  school  food  service  programs. 

I  cannot  emphasize  too  fully  the  effejt 
which  the  Federal  school  milk  program 
has  had  upon  youngsters — not  only  in 
West  Virginia — but  also  in  all  other 
States.  By  offering  these  children  milk 
at  prices  within  the  allowances  of  their 
families,  we  have  contributed,  perhaps, 
the  most  important  element  of  their 
physical  growth.  It  has  given  them  nu¬ 
trition  which  they  may  never  have  re¬ 
ceived  had  it  not  been  for  the  program. 

In  West  Virginia  alone,  250,169  stu¬ 
dents  are  enrolled  in  primary  and  sec¬ 
ondary  schools  participating  in  the  pro¬ 
gram.  The  estimated  $102  million  that 
will  be  spent  nationally  on  the  program 
during  fiscal  year  1966  has  meant  a  con¬ 
tribution  of  $586,000  to  West  Virginia. 

Currently,  West  Virginia  receives  about 
$2.4  million  for  the  school  lunch  pro¬ 
gram.  It  is  also  anticipated  that  West 
Virginia  will  share  in  breakfast  funds, 
as  they  are  to  be  allocated  on  the  basis 
of  average  family  income  in  each  State, 
compared  to  the  national  average. 

Under  the  milk  program,  the  young¬ 
sters  have  been  able  to  buy  milk — when 
they  can  afford  it — for  as  little  as  2  or  3 
cents  a  half  pint.  Without  this  Federal 
aid,  the  cost  will  jump,  perhaps,  from  7  to 
10  cents  for  the  same  half  pint. 

I  would  like  to  note  a  statement  made 
by  the  president  of  one  parent-teacher 
association  at  Huntington,  W.  Va.  He 
said  : 

Many  of  our  children  depend  upon  this 
milk  for  the  nourishment  that  is  needed  to 
keep  them  in  chool.  Without  proper  nour¬ 
ishment  our  children  lose  interest  in  school 
and  these  children  are  our  potential  drop¬ 
outs. 


I  believe  we  are  making  great  strides 
in  the  economic  recovery  of  Appalachia. 
We  are  planning  new  roads  and  airports 
to  open  the  area  to  tourists  and  business¬ 
men.  We  are  seeking  new  industries  for 
our  unemployed.  This  program  of  offer¬ 
ing  low-cost  food  to  our  youngsters  rep¬ 
resents  a  major  factor  in  preparing  the 
people  of  Appalachia  for  the  future.  Our 
youngsters  are  the  future.  To  help  them 


1 


This  has  been  rrW  observation  from 
personal  experience.  \I  believe  that  peo¬ 
ple  do  indeed,  like  to  work.  They  would 
much  prefer  some  acjavr^v  and  the  feel¬ 
ing  of  importance  that  comes  from  giving 
services  for  suppo/t  receives. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  arti¬ 
cle  to  which  I/nave  referred  b£  printed 
in  the  Record  at  this  point. 

There  bamg  no  objection,  the  ^article 
was  ordei^d  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follo\ 


Most/Welfare  Cases  Earn  Their  Keep 


(By  Arnold  Irvine) 

thy  don’t  they  make  these  people  on  the 
welfare  rolls  work  for  what  they  get?" 

This  is  a  question  that  employes  and  of- 
rficials  of  county  and  state  welfare  depart¬ 
ments  hear  almost  daily. 

The  answer  they  give  is  most  able-bodied 
persons  receiving  welfare  assistance  ARE 
working  to  pay  their  keep.  Only  three 
counties,  Beaver,  Daggett  and  Rich,  had  no 
welfare  work  projects  in  1965. 


ONE  HUNDRED  PERCENT 


“We  have  100  per  cent  of  the  employables 
on  welfare  assistance  participating  in  work 
projects,”  Jeano  Campanaro  said  of  the  situ¬ 
ation  in  Salt  Lake  County.  He  has  had 
charge  of  work  projects  in  the  county  and 
has  just  been  appointed  director  of  volun¬ 
teer  services. 


He  explained  that  those  not  considered  em¬ 
ployable  include  invalids,  persons  who  are 
mentally  incompetent  and  mothers  with 
children  to  care  for. 


HIS  PHILOSOPHY 

“Any  person  who  walks  and  talks  and  has 
two  hands  is  capable  of  some  kind  of  work,” 
is  the  way  Mr.  Campanaro  sums  up  his 
philosophy  about  welfare  work  projects. 

The  projects  are  all  connected  with  gov¬ 
ernmental  or  other  public  agencies  and  in¬ 
clude  many  types  of  work — janitorial, 
groundskeeping,  street  cleaning,  construe - 
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tion  labor,  food  handling,  clerical,  personal 
services,  etc.  The  “etc.”  is  limited  only  by 
the  imagination  of  the  caseworkers  and  tl 
abilities  of  the  clients. 


MOST  WELFARE  RECIPIENTS  EARN 
THEIR  KEEP 


SIDE  BY  SIDE 


Mr.  MOSS.  Mr.  President,  I  find  that 
one  of  the  most  persistent  misconcep¬ 
tions  existing  in  my  State  of  Utah  is  that 
welfare  payments  are  handed  out  to  in¬ 
dividuals  who  refuse  to  work  in  order  to 
qualify  for  assistance.  When  I  was  at 
home  recently  over  the  4th  of  July  recess, 
several  citizens  in. their  discussions  with 
me  expressed  their  dissatisfaction  with 
the  “handout  of  money”  to  people  who 
refuse  to  work.  Some  were  quite  vehe¬ 
ment  in  their  insistence  that  there  were 
many,  many  people  who  simply  sat  down 
and  refused  to  work  while  drawing  wel¬ 
fare. 

Consequently,  I  was  pleased  to  see  an 
^article  written  by  Arnold  Irvine,  which 
ipeared  in  the  Deseret  News  on  Thurs- 
d?kv,  July  7,  1966,  discussing  this  prob¬ 
lem^  He  points  out  that  in  Utah  there  is 
a  requirement  that  those  people  seeking 
welfare,  work  to  the  extent  that  they  aveJ 
able.  And  it  is  pointed  out  that  in  Sal 
Lake  County,  which  is  the  largest  county 
in  our  StaJn,  population  wise,  100  percent 
of  the  employables  on  welfare  assistance 
are  participating  in  work  projects/More- 
over,  Mr.  Campanaro  is  quoted  az  saying : 

People  like  to  v^rk.  They  doiyc  like  to  be 
taken  off  the  project 


No  regular  paid  employes  of  a  department 
may  be  replaced  with  welfare  clients/  The 
welfare  clients  are  supplemental  woofers  that 
are  employed  where  there  is  neecl/for  them 
but  no  funds  to  pay  them.  Yet, /he  welfare 
people  work  alongside  paid  employes  from 
whom  they  are  indistinguishable,  and  make 
a  worthwhile  contribution. 

In  some  instances,  the/projects  are  de¬ 
signed  to  benefit  the  welfare  clients  them¬ 
selves. 

For  instance,  many  Indians  on  the  welfare 
rolls  in  San  Juan  County  are  making  cement 
blocks  and  building  their  own  homes  to  re¬ 
place  primitive  hog. 'ins.  The  Indians  also  are 
working  on  roag  crews  and  installing  water 
systems. 

Salt  Lake  Gfounty  inaugurated  a  project  of 
having  wojnen  on  welfare  a,ssistance  make 
periodic  visits  to  the  homes  of  elderly  welfare 
clients  who  needed  special  care  and  attention. 

Sixteen  women  were  given  two  weeks' 
training  for  this  project  in  January.  They 
wei -4  taught  food  preparation,  shopping, 
budgeting,  grooming,  household  cleanliness 
fnd  other  appropriate  subjects. 


ALL  GAIN 


Everyone  involved  has  benefitted  from  the 
project — the  visitors,  the  visitees  and  the  tax¬ 
payers.  Through  the  experience  they  gained 
and  the  contacts  they  made,  half  of  the  16 
women  involved  in  the  project  have  found 
gainful  employment  in  nursing  homes  or 
private  homes. 

The  women  doing  the  visiting  get  satisfac¬ 
tion  from  helping  others  and  the  persons 
visited  are  greatly  benefitted  as  well.  For  one 
thing,  they  do  not  have  to  be  placed  in  rest 
homes  so  soon.  This  has  saved  the  state 
thousands  of  dollars  as  well. 


CREATES  JOB 


“If  I  don’t  have  a  project  for  a  person  who 
wants  to  work,  I’ll  go  out  and  create  one,” 
'Mr.  Campanaro  said. 

He  told  of  placing  a  woman  in  the  cafe¬ 
teria  of  one  of  the  public  agencies.  He  had 
seriously  considered  committing  her  to  the 
State  Mental  Hospital,  but  the  people  at  the 
cafeteria  were  willing  to  try  to  help. 

She  responded  surprisingly  well  to  the 
work  “therapy”  and  was  hired  as  a  regular 
staff  member. 

Another  woman  has  become  an  assistant 
ibrarian  after  having  learned  the  job  on  a 
^lfare  project. 

LIKE  WORK 


mple  like  to  work.  They  don’t  like  to 
be  taa^n  off  the  projects,"  Mr.  Campanaro 
said. 

One  project  worker  expressed  herself  this 
way:  “It’sNfhe  only  thing  I  have  that  keeps 
me  going.  N^t  makes  me  feel  important  in 
life.” 

The  welfare  jdients’  pay  rate  is  figured  at  a 
dollar  an  hour  sVthat  an  individual  receiving 
$86  per  month  welfare  assistance  is  expected 
to  work  86  hours.  \Couples  receiving  $138  a 
month  work  138  hoars  and  so  on. 


THIRTY ^DA Y  AID 


Persons  who  refuse  td^vork  or  fail  to  per¬ 
form  in  a  satisfactory  manner  may  be  dis¬ 
charged  from  the  project.  \They  become  in¬ 
eligible  to  receive  aid  for  a  period  of  30  days. 
After  this  period,  they  may  reapply  for  wel¬ 
fare  aid  provided  they  are  willing  to  conform 
to  the  work  requirements. 

This  situation  seldom  arises,  Campa¬ 
naro  said. 

No  one  seems  to  remember  exactlY  when 
the  concept  of  welfare  work  projects  fir  i$  was 
developed  in  Utah.  They  seem  to 
to  the  forties.  There  are  now  about  150  pr 
ects  in  operation  throughout  the  state 
volving  over  900  workers. 
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'So,  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Taypayer,  your  welfare 
dollar  In  Utah  Is  buying  an  hour  of  useful 
work  -in  many  instances  and  is  helping  some 
welfam  clients  become  self-sustaining. 


CANADIAN.  LEGISLATION  PARAL¬ 
LELS  PROPOSED  “CONSCIENCE 

clause”  Amendment  to  the 
taft-hartley  act 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Mr.  President,  on  April 
6,  1966, 1  introduced'^  bill,  S.  3203,  which 
would  amend  the  National  Labor  Rela¬ 
tions  Act  to  insure  that  anyone  whose 
objection  to  joining  or  paying  dues  to  a 
union  is  based  on  religious  belief  would 
not  be  forced  to  violate  such  religious 
belief.  This  measure  is  identical  to  the 
amendment  unanimously  adopted  by  the 
Senate  Labor  Committee,  with  the  con¬ 
currence  of  the  AFL-CIO,  during  the 
committee’s  consideration  last  yeas 
H.R.  77,  the  bill  to  repeal  section  14(1 

It  has  come  to  my  attention  that 
Parliament  of  the  Province  of  Saskatche- ' 
wan,  Canada,  has  recently  enacted  sec¬ 
tion  5(1)  of  the  Saskatchewan  Trade 
Union  Act,  which  contains  provisions 
substantially  the  same  as  those  in  my 
bill.  The  Saskatchewan  provision  reads 
as  follows: 

(1)  excluding  from  an  appropriate  unit  of 
employees  an  employee  where  the  board  finds, 
in  its  absolute  discretion,  that  the  employee 
objects: 

(i)  to  joining  or  belonging  to  a  trade 
union;  or 

(ii)  to  paying  dues  and  assessments  to  a 
trade  union;  as  a  matter  of  conscience  based 
on  religious  training  or  belief  during  such 
period  that  the  employees  pays: 

(ill)  to  a  charity  mutually  agreed  upon  by 
the  employee  and  the  trade  union  that  rep¬ 
resents  a  majority  of  employees  in  the  appro¬ 
priate  unit;  or 

(iv)  where  agreement  cannot  be  reached 
by  these  parties,  to  a  charity  designated  by 
the  board;  an  amount  at  least  equal  to  the 
amount  of  dues  and  assessments  that  a  mem¬ 
ber  of  that  trade  union  is  required  to  pay  to 
the  trade  union  during  such  period. 

Mr.  President,  there  now  seems  to  be  a 


FEDERAL  EMPLOYEES  PAY  ACT  OF 
1966 

Mr.  MONRONEY.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  Chair 
lay  before  the  Senate  the  unfinished 
business. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Chair  lays  before  the  Senate  the  unfin¬ 
ished  business,  which  will  be  stated  by 
title. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  A  bill  (H.R. 
14122)  to  adjust  the  rates  of  basic  com¬ 
pensation  of  certain  employees  of  the 
Federal  Government  and  for  other  pur¬ 
poses. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  present  consideration 
of  the  bill? 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Senate 


‘Grade 


proceeded  to  consider  the  bill,  which  had 
been  reported  from  the  Committee  on 
Post  Office  and  Civil  Service,  with 
amendment,  to  strike  out  all  after  t> 
enacting  clause  and  insert: 

That  this  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  “Federal 
Salary  and  Fringe  Benefits  Act  of  1§#6” 

TITLE  I - EXECUTIVE  BRANQ 

Short  title 

Sec.  101.  This  title  may  be'  cited  as  the 
“Federal  Employees  Salary  Act  of  1966”. 

Employees  subject  to  glassification  Act 
of  194 

Sec.  102.  (a)  Sectiop‘6 03(b)  of  the  Classi¬ 
fication  Act  of  1949/' as  amended  (79  Stat. 
1111;  5  U.S.C.  1113/b)),  is  amended  to  read 
as  follows : 

"(b)  The  compensation  schedule  for  the 
General  Schedule  shall  be  as  follows: 

Per  annum  i/tes  and  steps 


i 

2 

3 

4 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

Vs-l- . . 

$3,  609 

$3, 731 

$3, 853 

$3,  975/ 

$4,  097 

$4,  219 

$4,341 

$4, 463 

$4,  585 

$4, 707 

_ 

3,926 

4,  058 

4, 191 

4,  32* 

4,457 

4,590 

4,  723 

4,856 

4,  989 

5,122 

GS83 _ _ - . . 

4,269 

4,  413 

4,  557 

4,  701 

4,  846 

4,989 

5,133 

5,277 

5,421 

5,565 

GS-k- . - . - 

4,776 

4, 936 

5,  096 

5(256 

6,  416 

5,  676 

5,  736 

5,896 

6,066 

6,  216 

GS-5\. _  — 

5,331 

5,507 

5,683 

A  859 

6,  035 

6,  211 

6,387 

6,663 

6,  739 

6,  915 

GS-6-X. _ _ _ 

6,867 

6,065 

6,  263. 

f  6,  461 

6,659 

6,857 

7,055 

7,  253 

7,  451 

7,  649 

GS-7__.r\- _ 

6,  461 

6,  664 

6,  877 

7,090 

7,303 

7,  516 

7,729 

7,  942 

8, 155 

8,368 

GS-8 _ X _ 

7,068 

7,  303 

7,588 

7,  773 

8,008 

8,243 

8,478 

8,713 

8,  948 

9,  183 

GS-9 . I\_ _ _ 

7,696 

7,957 

8/218 

8,  479 

8,  740 

9,001 

9,262 

9,523 

9,  784 

10,  045 

GS-10_ . X _ 

8,  421 

8,709 

A  997 

9,286 

9,573 

9,  861 

10, 149 

10,  437 

10,  725 

11,  013 

GS-11 _ _ 

9,221 

9,536 

f  9,  851 

10, 166 

10,  481 

10,  796 

11,  111 

11,426 

11,741 

12, 056 

GS-12. . X _ 

10,  927 

11,  30/ 

11,685 

12,  064 

12,  443 

12,  822 

13, 201 

13,580 

13,  959  . 

14, 338 

GS-13 . .  X. _ 

12,  873 

13,3/1 

13,  769 

14, 217 

14,  665 

15,113 

15,  561 

16,  009 

16,  457 

16,  905 

GS-14 _ - 

15, 106 

15/629 

16, 152 

16,  675 

17, 198 

17,  721 

18,  244 

18,  767 

19,  290 

19,  813 

GS-15 _ _ 

17,  560 

18,157 

18,  764 

19, 371 

19,  978 

20,  585 

21, 192 

21,  799 

22,  406 

23,  013 

GS-16_ _ _ 

20,  075 

/>0, 745 

21,415 

22,  085 

22,765 

23,425 

24,  095 

24,  765 

25,  435 

GS-17  _ -\ 

22, 760/ 

23,520 

24,280 

25,  040 

25, 800 

08  IS  \ 

25,  M0 

(b)  Except  as  provi'ded\in  section  504(d) 
of  the  Federal  Salary  Refgrm  Act  of  1962 
(78  Stat.  412;  5  JPS.C.  1173^d) ) ,  the  rates 
of  basic  compensation  of  outers  and  em¬ 
ployees  to  whorri  the  compensation  schedule 
set  forth  in  Subsection  (a)  of  this  section 
applies  shaS  be  initially  adjusted\us  of  the 
effective  dkte  of  this  section,  as 

(1)  If/the  officer  or  employee  is  re&eiving 
basic  compensation  immediately  prior  t^the 
effective  date  of  this  section  at  one  of 
rates  of  a  grade  in  the  General  Schedule 
the  Classification  Act  of  1949,  as  amended}* 


growing  consensus  that  this  sort  of  Ae  shall  receive  a  rate  of  basic  compensation 
amendment  is  appropriate  and  will  not/'  at  tlae  corresponding  rate  in  effect  on  and 
Interfere  with  the  legitimate  rights  of  after  such  date 


labor,  and  I  would  urge,  once  again,  Uaat 
the  National  Labor  Relations  Act  be 
amended  along  the  lines  I /have 
suggested. 

CONCLUSION  OF  MOANING 
BUSINESS  / 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
further  morning  busings?  If  not,  morn¬ 
ing  business  is  concluded. 

Mr.  MONRONEY.  Mr.  President,  I 
suggest  the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  cal)  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to  call 
the  roll.  / 

Mr.  MONRONEY.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  order 
ie  quorum  call  be  rescinded, 
le  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
Ejection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


(2)  If  the  officer  or  employee  is  receiving 
basic  compensation  immediately  prior  to  the 
effective  date  of  this  section  at  a  rate  be¬ 
tween  two  rates  of  a  grade  in  the  General 
Schedule  of  the  Classification  Act  of  1949, 
as  amended,  he  shall  receive  a  rate  of  basic 
compensation  at  the  higher  of  the  two  cor¬ 
responding  rates  in  effect  on  and  after  such 
date. 

(3)  If  the  officer  or  employee  is  receiving 
basic  compensation  immediately  prior  to  the 
effective  date  of  this  section  at  a  rate  in  ex¬ 
cess  of  the  maximum  rate  for  his  grade,  he 
shall  receive  (A)  the  maximum  rate  for  his 
grade  in  the  new  schedule,  or  (B)  his  existing 
rate  of  basic  compensation  if  such  existing 
rate  is  higher. 

(4)  If  the  officer  or  employee,  immediately 
prior  to  the  effective  date  of  this  section,  is 
receiving,  pursuant  to  section  2(b)(4)  of 
the  Federal  Employees  Salary  Increase  Act 
of  1955,  an  existing  aggregate  rate  of  com¬ 
pensation  determined  under  section  208(b) 
of  the  Act  of  September  1,  1954  (68  Stat. 
1111),  plus  subsequent  increases  authorized 
by  law,  he  shall  receive  an  aggregate  rate  of 


compensation  equal  to  the  sum  of  his  exist¬ 
ing  aggregate  rate  of  compensation,  on  the 
day  preceding  the  effective  date  of  this  sec¬ 
tion,  plus  the  amount  of  increase  made  by 
this  section  in  the  maximum  rate  of  his 
grade,  until  (i)  he  leaves  his  position,  or  (ii) 
he  is  entitled  to  receive  aggregate  compensa¬ 
tion  at  a  higher  rate  by  reason  of  the  opera¬ 
tion  of  this  Act  or  any  other  provision  of  law; 
but,  when  such  position  becomes  vacant,  the 
aggregate  rate  of  compensation  of  any  sub¬ 
sequent  appointee  thereto  shall  be  fixed  in 
accordance  with  applicable  provisions  of  law. 
■^Subject  to  clauses  (i)  and  (ii)  of  the  im¬ 
mediately  preceding  sentence  of  this  para¬ 
ph,  the  amount  of  the  increase  provided 
by  "this  section  shall  be  held  and  considered 
for  the  purposes  of  section  208(b)  of  the 
Act  oKseptember  1,  1954,  to  constitute  a 
part  of  t^e  existing  rate  of  compensation  of 
the  empli 

New  appoifN^nents  under  Classification  Act 
of  1949 

Sec.  103.  Section  801  of  the  Classification 
Act  of  1949,  asNamended  (78  Stat.  401;  5 
U.S.C.  1131),  relating  to  new  appointments, 
is  amended  by  striking  out  "grade  13”  and 
inserting  in  lieu  thereof  “grade  11”. 

Postal  Field  Service  employees 

Sec.  104.  (a)  Section  3642(a)  of  title  39, 
United  States  Code,  is  amended  to  read  as 
follows : 

“(a)  There  is  established  a 'basic  compen¬ 
sation  schedule  for  positions  ni  the  postal 
field  service  which  shall  be  known  as  the 
Postal  Field  Service  Schedule  and  nsjr  which 
the  symbol  shall  be  ‘PFS’.  Except  pro¬ 
vided  in  sections  3543  and  3544  of 
basic  compensation  shall  be  paid  to  all 
ployees  in  accordance  with  such  schedule.’ 
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forth  of  “compensatory  time.”  The  balance, 
or  17*100  hours  of  coaching  time,  constituted 
unpaicb'or  uncompensated  work. 

The  failure  of  this  District  of  Columbia 
school  system  to  pay  for  extra  duty  has  placed 
ttife  District \>f  Columbia  school  system  at  a 
competitive  economic  disadvantage.  Teach¬ 
ers  have  either ''transferred  to  another  school 
system  in  the  area  which  does  pay  for  extra 
duty,  cxr  have  lef  t\he  school  system  entirely, 
because  they  were\not  being  compensated 
for  extra  duty. 


PROVISIONS 


THE  BILL 


The  bill  authorizes  theNBoard  of  Education, 
with  the  approval  of  the'Board  of  Commis¬ 
sioners,  on  written  recommendation  of  the 
Superintendent  of  Schools,  to.  fix  an  amount 
of  additional  compensation  foiNteachers,  now 
assigned  a  standard  workload,  'who  are  as¬ 
signed  to  perform  extra, duties  onNa  continu¬ 
ing  basis.  Such  additional  compensation  is 
to  be  paid  monthly  following  performance  of 
service  and  shall  not  be  subject  to  deauction 
or  withholding  for  retirement  or  insurance, 
nor  considered  as  salary  for  those  purposes. 
The  bill  allows  such  additional  compensate 
to  be  paid  for  rrfpre  than  one  activity  as^ 
signed  to  a  classrefem  teacher  so  long  as  such ' 
activities  are  nottperformed  concurrently. 

Section  2  authorizes  the  Board  of  Educa¬ 
tion  of  the  Efistrict  of  Columbia  to  make 
necessary  regulations  to  carry  out  the  pur¬ 
poses  of  the'  act.  Section  3  provides  the  act 
shall  take  effect  September  1,  1965. 

ANNUAL  COST 

The  committee  was  informed  that  the  an¬ 
nual  cost  of  S.  2574  is  estimated  to  be  $225,- 
000  for  450  teachers  expected  to  participate. 
The  bill  provides  the  Board  of  Education  of 
the  District  of  Columbia  with  the  authority 
to  determine  compensation  schedules  and 
select  teachers  coming  under  the  program. 

The  Subcommittee  on  Fiscal  Affairs,  on 
June  21,  1966,  held  public  hearings  on  S. 
2574.  At  this  hearing,  representatives  of  the 
Washington  Teachers  Union,  the  Board  of 
Education  of  the  District  of  Columbia,  the 
District  of  Columbia  Congress  of  Parents  and 
Teachers,  and  the  District  of  Columbia 
Coaches  Association  appeared  and  testified  in 
support  of  S.  2574.  The  Commissioners  of 
the  District  of  Columbia  testified  in  favor  of 
the  principle  of  extra-duty  compensation. 


SHARP  RISE  IN  PRESIDENT’S  POP¬ 
ULARITY  REFLECTED  IN  BOMB¬ 
ING  OF  OIL  DEPOTS  IN  HANOI 
AND  HAIPHONG 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  Presi 
dent,  I  note  with  great  interest  in  this 
morning’s  Washington  Post,  there?  is 
published  a  report  entitled  “Bon-lbing 
Raises  L.B. J.  Popularity :  Many  tyow  Ex¬ 
pect  Shorter  War.” 

The  decision  to  bomb  the  /6il  depots 
of  Haiphong  and  Hanoi  has/resulted  in 
a  sharp  increase  in  the  popularity  of  the 
President.  This  reflects /what  I  believe 
the  President  has  known  for  some  time, 
that  the  earlier  decline  in  his  popularity 
was  due  to  what  waygoing  on  in  Vietnam 
and  had  nothing  tc/do  with  the  fact  that 
we  were  doing  toc/much  there.  Evident¬ 
ly,  the  people  of  this  country  think  that 
we  should  be  sloing  a  lot  more  there  than 
we  have. 

It  is  thp'view  of  the  American  people 
that  we  ^should  fight  and  win  the  war 
in  Vietnam,  or  get  out.  We  recognize 
that  fine  Communist  powers  have  just  as 
muon  determination  and  staying  power 
as/we  have,  in  a  long  and  drawn  out 
alemate.  It  is  my  judgment  that  no 


President  could  take  this  country  into 
a  war  and  fight  over  a  long  period  of 
time,  pulling  our  punches,  and  taking 
heavy  casualties  over  an  8-  or  10 -year 
period,  with  no  hope  of  ever  winning  it, 
and  be  reelected. 

So  far  as  the  people  of  this  country 
are  concerned,  they  want  to  know  why 
they  would  have  to  accept  a  stalemate 
when  we  possess  the  military  capability 
to  overwhelm  aggressors  and  maintain 
our  position. 

My  judgment  is  that  this  country  can¬ 
not  stand  a  military  defeat  in  Vietnam 
and  remain  a  major  military  power,  or, 
for  that  matter,  a  major  world  power 
at  all.  Those  nations  which  have  not 
shown  courage  and  fortitude  to  back  up 
their  nation’s  policies  with  national  will 
and  determination  are  no  longer  first- 
rate  powers. 

This  Nation  is  the  hope  of  the  free 
world.  I  personally  applaud  President 
Johnson  for  his  decision  that  we  must 
make  the  cost  of  aggression  ever  greater, 
that  we  must  make  the  aggressor  suffer 
an  ever  pain  at  the  source  of  aggression, 
particularly  when  the  United  States  is, 
comrnitted  to  help  victims  of  aggressio/ 
defend  themselves. 

Mr.  President,  I  notice  that  thos^  in 
opposition  to  the  President’s  Vmnam 
policy  of  bombing  the  enemy’s  qjfl  facil¬ 
ities,  according  to  the  Harris  survey  as 
reported  in  the  article  to  which  I  have 
referred,  appear  to  have  only  15  percent 
of  the  AmericaiAPeople  or/their  side. 

This  is  very  interesting;  in  view  of  the 
great  deal  of  conversatimi  we  have  heard 
from  them,  as  well  assfene  views  of  power¬ 
ful  newspapers,  particularly  some  in  the 
East,  which  strongly  support  the  policies 
of  retreat  and  defeat.  Accordingly,  when 
it  comes  to  seeing  how  thd  majority  of 
our  people  feer  about  this  situation,  these 
powerful  newspapers  and  other  voices 
raised  in  /Opposition  to  the  President’s 
decision  ./apparently  are  speaking  the 
judgments  of  only  15  percent  of  the 
American  public. 

President,  I  ask  unanimous  cl 
sejrt  to  have  printed  in  the  Record  tf 
tide  to  which  I  have  referred. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  article 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

The  Harris  Survey:  Bombing  Raises  L.B.J. 

Popularity — Many  Now  Expect  Shorter 

War 

(By  Louis  Harris) 

By  ordering  tbe  bombings  in  the  Hanoi 
and  Haiphong  areas  of 'North  Vietnam,  Presi¬ 
dent  Johnson  has  sharply  reversed  the  trend 
of  public  disaffection  with  his  handling  of 
the  Vietnam  war  to  the  point  where  today 
a  majority  of  54  per  cent  of  the  American 
public  supports  his  conduct  of  the  struggle. 

The  specific  move  to  bomb  the  oil  depots 
on  the  outskirts  of  Hanoi  and  Haiphong 
meets  with  better  than  5-1  approval  of  the 
American  people.  In  actual  percentages,  62 
per  cent  are  in  favor  of  the  action,  11  per 
cent  opposed,  and  the  remaining  27  per  cent 
are  undecided.  This  projects  to  on  85-15 
per  cent  support  for  the  Administration  if 
the  undecided  are  eliminated. 

On  the  eve  of  the  bombings,  the  Harris 
Survey  had  Just  completed  interviewing  a 
cross  section  of  the  public.  This  study  found 
the  Johnson  rating  on  handling  the  Viet¬ 
nam  war  was  at  a  17-month  low  with  a  posi¬ 
tive  score  of  42  per  cent.  A  week  later,  after 


the  bombings  had  begun,  that  rating  has, 
risen  12  points  to  54  per  cent. 

The  dominant  argument  advanced  /by 
Americans  who  go  along  with  the  bomtymgs 
is  the  hope  that  it  will  hasten  an  efld  to 
the  war. 

By  a  6-to-l  ratio,  people  accept  tKe  mili¬ 
tary  need  for  bombing  fuel  supplies.  A 
rather  high  39  per  cent,  howevyf\  feel  the 
bombings  would  be  harder  to  Justify  if  they 
hit  civilian  population  centers/  And  an  even 
higher  43  per  cent  of  the  American  people 
believe  that  as  a  result  of  the  new  escalation, 
the  Chinese  Communists/are  now  likely  to 
enter  the  war. 

In  short,  it  is  apparent  that  Mr.  Johnson 
has  gained  at  least  a/temporary  victory  with 
American  public  opinion.  But  he  has  also 
taken  some  serious  risks  which  would  later 
come  back  to  damage  his  basis  for  support. 

If  it  is  proven  out  that  large  numbers  of 
civilians  are  /tilled  in  the  new  bombing  at¬ 
tacks,  the  P/sident  will  be  severely  criticized. 
If  the  Chinese  come  into  the  war  with 
ground  1/oops,  sizable  numbers  of  Americans 
will  hold  Mr.  Johnson  responsible. 

Buy  probably  the  most  critical  dimension 
is  the  overwhelming  expectation  on  the  part 
of/the  people  that  these  new  bombings  will 
;et  it  over  with”  in  Vietnam.  In  effect, 
•'this  puts  a  time  limit  on  the  part  of  the 
American  people  within  which  they  will  ex¬ 
pect  the  conflict  to  be  concluded,  either  by 
military  victory  or  by  negotiations. 

The  response  of  the  public,  it  should  be 
pointed  out,  is  partly  a  matter  of  hard- 
headed  reasoning,  but  also  contains  a  siz¬ 
able  measure  of  emotion  born  of  the  long 
frustration  over  the  war. 

Here  is  the  trend  of  President  Johnson’s 
ratings  on  the  way  he  has  handled  the  Viet¬ 
nam  war  since  January  1965,  in  response  to 
the  question: 

"How  would  you  rate  the  job  President 
Johnson  has  done  in  handling  the  war  in 
Vietnam — excellent,  pretty  good,  only  fair, 
or  poor?" 

L.B.J.  handling  of  Vietnam 
(In  percent] 


Good  to 

Only  fair 

excellent 

to  poor 

Postbombings,  July  1966 

54 

46 

Prebombings,  June  1966_ 

__  42 

58 

May  1966  _  _  _  __  _ 

..  47 

53 

March  1966  — 

__  49 

51 

January  1966  _  _ _ 

63 

37 

September  1965  - - 

.  66 

34 

May  1965  _ _ 

—  57 

43 

January  1965 _ _ _ — 

_  41 

59 

The  President’s  biggest  gains  have  been 
cored  in  the  South,  where  confidence  In  his 
handling  of  the  war  rose  17  percentage  points 
following  the  bombings.  In  the  East  and 
Midwest,  his  Vietnam  rating  went  up  12  and 
14  points,  respectively.  In  the  West,  how¬ 
ever,  th\  rating  rose  only  two  points — from 
46  to  48  percent  positive. 

The  trend  of  public  opinion  on  bombing 
Hanoi  and  Haiphong  had  moved  gradually 
toward  favoring  such  a  move  over  the  past 
nine  months.  \Before  the  bombings  were 
ordered,  the  public  was  asked : 

"Do  you  think  the  Administration  is  more 
right  or  more  wroTvg^in  bombing  Hanoi  and 
Haiphong?” 

Bombing  Hanoi\nd  Haiphong 
[In  percent] 


Against 

Post  bombings. 

July  1966— _ 

_ 85\ 

15 

May  1966 _ 

_ 50  \ 

50 

February  1966  _ _ 

-  ...  42  \ 

58 

September  1965  _ 

_  30  \ 

70 

Perhaps  the  most  far-reaching  que 

^tion  for 

the  long  run  is  one  dealing  with  the  ] 
expectations  as  a  result  of  the  bombing 
"It  is  argued  that  by  bombing  Hanoi\nd 
Haiphong  we  can  slow  down  North  Viet- 
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nipiese  reinforcements  to  the  Communists 
in  S<?uth  Vietnam  and  this  will  hasten  the 
end  of  the  war.  Others  disagree  and  argue 
that  th%  more  we  bomb  North  Vietnam,  the 
more  tKsir  resistance  will  increase.  Which 
do  you  twink  is  more  likely  to  be  the  case — 
that  the  bombing  will  hasten  the  end  of  the 
war  or  incre&se  the  will  to  resist  among  the 
North  Vietnamese?” 

Puoiic  expectations 
[rs^  percent] 

Total  public 

Bombings  will  hasteri\war’s  end -  86 

Will  increase  will  to  resist -  14 

Clearly,  there  is  a  lot  dfhope  intermingled 
with  calculated  risk  in  tme  last  response  of 
the  public.  Mr.  Johnson' h^  now  given  the 
American  people  a  concrete.  military  step 
which  they  firmly  believe  will\work  to  end 
the  Vietnam  war. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
suggest  the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  \  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll.  - 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to  chjl 
the  roll. 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  Mr.  President,  I  ask" 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered.  ’ 


CHILD  NUTRITION  BILL  CONTINUES 

SCHOOL  MILK  PROGRAM  IN  TRIED 

AND  TRUE  TRADITION 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  Mr.  President,  on 
the  desk  of  every  Senator  this  morning 
is  a  copy  of  the  hearings  and  the  report 
on  the  child  nutrition  bill.  Today  or 
tomorrow,  the  Senate  should  consider 
S.  3467,  which  amends  the  National 
School  Lunch  Act  by  expanding  and 
strengthening  the  school  lunch  and  spe¬ 
cial  milk  programs,  as  well  as  setting  up 
a  breakfast  program. 

I  am  happy  to  say  that  section  13  of 
the  bill  accomplishes  pretty  nearly  every 
aim  I  had  in  mind  when  I  introduced  my 
bill  to  make  the  school  milk  program 
permanent.  Although  the  bill  extends 
the  program  for  only  4  more  years,  it 
makes  it  clear  that  the  program  is  to  be 
continued  in  its  present  form  rather 
than  as  a  program  primarily  for  the 
needy.  It  also  authorizes  up  to  $120  mil¬ 
lion  for  the  program  in  fiscal  1969  and 
1970.  This  should  be  good  news,  in¬ 
deed,  to  Senators,  67  of  whom  cospon¬ 
sored  my  school  milk  bill,  and  dozens  of 
whom  spoke  out  on  the  floor  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate  or  in  committee  in  support  of  the 
program. 

To  quote  from  the  committee  report 
on  S.  3467,  the  bill: 

Requires  the  Secretary  to  administer  the 
program  in  the  same  manner  as  in  the  past. 
This  last  change  was  considered  necessary 
to  make  clear  the  intention  of  Congress  that 
the  course  of  the  program  is  not  to  be 
changed.  The  language  of  the  existing  law 
provides  the  Secretary  with  very  broad  au¬ 
thority  as  to  the  manner  in  which  the  pro¬ 
gram  is  to  be  conducted.  He  might  adminis¬ 
ter  it  in  the  same  general  manner  as  in  the 
past:  or  he  could  place  much  greater  em¬ 
phasis  on  assistance  to  schools  in  low-income 
areas,  schools  without  school  lunch  pro¬ 
grams,  or  otherwise  change  the  course  of  the 
program.  The  change  described  in  item  (3) 
above  would  require  the  Secretary  to  admin¬ 


ister  the  program  insofar  as  practicable  in 
the  same  manner  as  in  the  past. 

This  language  makes  it  crystal  clear 
that  the  school  milk  program  as  we  now 
know  it  is  to  continue.  It  indicates  be¬ 
yond  a  shadow  of  a  doubt  that  plans  to 
provide  milk  only  to  the  needy  and  those 
in  schools  without  a  lunch  program  have 
been  disapproved.  I  want  to  congratu¬ 
late  and  thank  the  members  of  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry  for 
presenting  such  an  unequivocal  report  on 
the  bill.  Chairman  Ellender  as  well  as 
the  other  committee  members  deserve 
the  deep  gratitude  of  the  Nation’s  school- 
children  and  dairy  farmers  for  the  hard 
work  put  in  on  this  all-important  pro¬ 
gram. 


THE  SITUATION  OF  PHARMACEUTI¬ 
CAL  COMPANIES  OPERATING  IN 
ARGENTINA 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  insert  in  the  Con¬ 
gressional  Record  an  article  which  ap-, 
ptored  in  the  Buenos  Aires  publication 
Economic  Survey  on  May  24,  1966.  TJaus 
article  pertains  to  a  serious  situation  in 
Argentina  affecting  all  pharmaceutical 
companies  operating  in  that  country. 
One  yeanago  I  rose  on  the  floor  of  this 
body  to  protest  the  action  of  t\/e  Govern¬ 
ment  of  Argimtina.  Since  that  date  the 
various  companies  operating  in  Argen¬ 
tina  have  complied  witbr  the  decree  of 
the  Ministry  of  Health/ However,  no  re¬ 
lief  has  yet  been  granted  to  the  industry. 

I  am  hopeful  j&haXmy  remarks  might 
indicate  to  the  h/w  'Argentine  Govern¬ 
ment  and  to  tho/Minister  of  Health  the 
concern  here  in'  the  United  States  about 
the  severe  restrictions  being  placed  on 
this  industry.  I  am  hopeful  that  the 
Minister  of  Health  under  tne  new  Ar¬ 
gentine  (Government  will  rela\  the  re¬ 
strictions  under  which  the  Argentine 
pharnfaceutical  industry  is  now  laboring. 
No/only  are  the  people  in  ArgentinaNwho 
wprk  in  the  pharmaceutical  industry  sif¬ 
ted,  by  the  inaction  of  the  Minist* 
''of  Health,  but  the  enSployees  in  the  phar¬ 
maceutical  industry  in  the  United  States 
are  also  affected. 

Many  of  the  companies  in  the  United 
States  export  raw  materials  to  their  Ar¬ 
gentine  plants.  If  these  American  firms 
were  to  be  freed  from  the  current  restric¬ 
tions  it  would  be  helpful  to  the  industry 
in  both  countries  ,and  to  the  families  de¬ 
pendent  upon  the  industry  for  their  live¬ 
lihood.  I  look  forward  to  hearing  some 
good  news  from  Argentina  that  these 
restrictions  have  been  removed  and  that 
the  industry  is  again  growing  with  the 
rest  of  the  economy  of  our  fine  neighbor 
to  the  south. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  article 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

[From  Economic  Survey,  Buenos  Aires, 
Argentina,  May  24, 1966] 

Thirty  Months  of  Price  Control  and  No 
Bright  Outlook 

The  arbitrary  freeing  of  prices  on  medic¬ 
inal  products  established  by  the  Ministry 
of  Health  and  Welfare  in  1963,  continues 
rigidly  after  30  months  during  which  pro¬ 
duction  costs  have  increased  steadily. 


This  has  created  a  very  serious  situatlor 
in  many  firms,  particularly  the  smalle 
ones.  The  Ministry  promised  to  proo^ss 
speedily  the  applications  for  readjustment 
of  prices  in  relation  to  the  cost  of  produc¬ 
tion  of  specific  items.  But  in  fact  Vne  pro¬ 
cedure  is  being  carried  out  in  a  s]Xw,  cum¬ 
bersome  and  arbitrary  manner.  /The  Job  is 
done  manually,  and  it  is  entrusted  to  10  or 
12  hired  men,  instead  of  using  electronic 
equipment  which  the  Health  Minister  has 
repeatedly  promised  to  e/iploy.  A  simple 
application  from  a  smaU'  firm  takes  about 
2  months  to  process.  Applications  for  large 
and  complex  enterprises,  manufacturing  a 
series  of  finished  products  or  raw  materials 
for  their  own  use/  takes  an  extraordinary 
length  of  time; /an  application  from  an 
American  laboratory  took  over  6  months. 
On  the  othey  hand,  the  Ministry,  after 
promising  equal  and  fair  treatment  for  all, 
^eets  prices  indiscriminately  and  absurdly  in 
a  way  that  has  no  relation  to  the  actual 
cost  of  production. 

Among  the  very  few  price  adjustments 
granted  in  the  past  30  months  of  price 
control,  we  do  not  know  of  any  allowing  for 
aj*  increase  over  20%.  We  know  of  two 
rge  domestic  laboratories,  operated  with 
Argentine  capital,  on  which  the  Ministry 
wants  to  impose  prices  even  lower  than  the 
frozen  ones.  Another  enterprise,  manu¬ 
facturing  a  medicament  whose  actual  cost 
of  production  is  easy  to  verify,  was  granted 
a  5%  increase  while  the  actual  cost  of  manu¬ 
facturing  this  product  has  gone  up  at  least 
15%. 


PROJECT  HOPE— THE  BEST  WAY  TO 
WIN  FRIENDS 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  on 
behalf  of  the  distinguished  junior  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Tennessee  [Mr.  Bass]  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  a  statement 
prepared  by  him  on  the  subject  of  Proj¬ 
ect  HOPE,  and  an  article  printed  in  the 
Knoxville  News  Sentinel  in  connection 
therewith  be  printed  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  state¬ 
ment  and  article  were  ordered  to  be 
printed  in  the  Record,  as  follows: 

Statement  by  Senator  Bass 

PROJECT  HOPE - THE  BEST  WAY  TO  WIN  FRIENDS 

Propect  HOPE  (Health  Opportunity  for 
People  Everywhere) ,  organized  by  the  Peo- 
ple-to-People  Health  Foundation,  Inc.,  is  do- 
lg  an  outstanding  job  as  America’s  floating 
Ambassador.  In  1960,  the  U.S.S.  Consolation, 
a  NL000  ton  Navy  Hospital  ship,  was  refitted 
and  loaned  to  the  Foundation  to  enable  them 
to  carkv  out  their  project  of  teaching  medi¬ 
cal,  denial  and  paramedical  personnel  in  de¬ 
veloping  Vountries  the  latest  techniques  of 
U.S.  medicid  science.  The  Consolation  was 
aptly  renamed  S.S.  Hope. 

In  five  years  HOPE  doctors,  nurses  and 
technicians  have  trained  more  than  3,000 
medical  personnel,  treated  over  100,000  per¬ 
sons,  conducted  sodm  8,000  major  operations, 
vaccinated  one  million  people  for  polio,  ty¬ 
phoid,  tetanus  and  diptheria,  and  distrib¬ 
uted  nearly  two  million\cartons  of  milk. 

This  outstanding  recorti  has  been  com¬ 
piled  by  volunteers  who  nave  interrupted 
their  medical  careers  to  lendNa  helping  hand 
to  the  people  on  three  continents. 

The  Knoxville  News  Sentinel  recently  de¬ 
scribed  the  experience  of  a  Knoxville  sur¬ 
geon  who  served  on  board  the  XJ.S.SriJope  in 
Nicaragua.  Dr.  David  H.  Waterman,  a\chest 
surgeon,  described  his  experience  as  the  '\est 
way  to  cement  friendship."  I  want  to  con 
mend  Dr.  Waterman  for  his  dedication  and’ 
enthusiasm  in  this  very  worthy  project. 
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Ordered  to  lie  on  the  table  and  to  be  printed 


AMENDMENTS 

Intended  to  be  proposed  by  Mr.  Ribicofe  (for  himself, 
Mr.  Brewster,  Mr.  Burdick,  Mr.  Case,  Mr.  Church, 
Mr.  Clark,  Mr.  Hart,  Mr.  Hartke,  Mr.  Inouye,  Mr. 
Jackson,  Mr.  Kennedy  of  Massachusetts,  Mr.  Long  of 
Missouri,  Mr.  McGovern,  Mr.  Moss,  Mr.  Nelson,  Mrs. 
Neuberger,  Mr.  Pell,  and  Mr.  Randolph)  to  S.  34(57,  a 
hill  to  strengthen  the  National  School  Lunch  Act,  as 
amended,  to  strengthen  and  expand  food  service  programs 
for  children,  viz: 

1  On  page  11,  between  lines  13  and  14,  insert  the  folio w- 

2  ing : 

3  “TITLE  I— NATIONAL  SCHOOL  LUNCH  ACT 

4  AMENDMENTS” 

5  On  page  22,  after  line  12,  add  the  following: 

Amdt.  No.  637 
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“TITLE  II— SPECIAL  SUMMER  LUNCH  PROGRAM 


FOR  CHILDREN 


“Sec.  201.  This  title  may  be  cited  as  the  ‘Special  Sum¬ 
mer  Lunch  Program  for  Children  Act’. 

“declaration  op  purpose 


“Sec.  202.  It  is  hereby  declared  to  he  the  purpose  of 
this  title  to  further  safeguard  the  health  and  well-being  of  the 
Nation’s  children  and  to  encourage  the  domestic  consumption 
of  nutritious  agricultural  commodities  and  other  food,  by 
establishing  a  special  summer  lunch  program  for  children  to 
complement  the  regular  school  lunch  program  carried  out 
under  the  National  School  Lunch  Act. 

‘ ‘APPROPRIATIONS  authorized 
“Sec.  203.  For  each  fiscal  year  there  is  hereby  author¬ 


ized  to  be  appropriated,  out  of  any  money  in  the  Treasury 
not  otherwise  appropriated,  such  sums  as  may  be  necessary 
to  enable  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  (hereinafter  referred 
t < >  as  the  ‘Secretary')  to  carry  out  the  provisions  of  this  title. 


SPECIAL  SUMMER  LUNCH  PROGRAM  FOR  CHILDREN 

“Sec.  204.  The  Secretary  shall  formulate  and  carry  out 
a  special  summer  lunch  program  for  children  as  provided  in 
this  title  under  which  lunches  shall  be  made  available  for 
children  between  the  ages  of  three  and  eighteen,  inclusive, 
attending  public  recreation  centers,  public  or  private  non- 
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profit  day  camps,  public  or  private  nonprofit  neighborhood 
child  centers,  public  or  private  nonprofit  summer  camps,  or 
any  similar  public  or  private  nonprofit  activity  organized  to 
promote  the  health  or  recreation  of  children,  including  a 
community  action  program  organized  for  such  a  purpose  and 
approved  under  title  II  of  the  Economic  Opportunity  Act  of 
1964  (all  of  the  foregoing  hereinafter  referred  to  as  ‘sum¬ 
mer  youth  centers’) .  The  sums  appropriated  for  any  fiscal 
year  for  carrying  out  such  program,  excluding  the  sum 
specified  in  section  205,  shall  be  available  to  the  Secretary 
for  supplying  agricultural  commodities  and  other  foods  for 
the  program  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  this  title. 
The  Secretary  shall  apportion  among  the  States  during  each 
fiscal  year  not  less  than  75  per  centum  of  the  funds  made 
available  for  such  year  for  supplying  agricultural  commodi¬ 
ties  and  other  foods  under  the  provisions  of  section  203  of 
this  title.  The  Secretary  shall  apportion  funds  among  the 
States  on  the  same  basis,  insofar  as  practicable,  as  funds  are 
apportioned  under  section  4  of  the  National  School  Lunch 
Act  to  carry  out  the  national  school  lunch  program.  The 
program  authorized  under  this  title  shall  be  carried  out  in  a 
State  only  during  the  summer  vacation  period  when  the 
elementary  and  high  schools  of  such  State  are  normally 
closed  or  open  only  on  a  limited  summer  schedule. 
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“nonfood  assistance 


“Sec.  205.  Of  the  sums  appropriated  for  any  fiscal  year 
to  carry  out  the  special  summer  lunch  program  for  children 
authorized  by  this  title,  $8,000,000  shall  be  available  to  the 
Secretary  for  the  purpose  of  providing  during  such  fiscal 
year,  nonfood  assistance  for  such  special  program  pursuant 
to  the  provisions  of  this  title.  The  Secretary  shall  apportion 
among  the  States  during  each  fiscal  year  the  aforesaid  sum 
of  $8,000,000,  and  such  apportionment  among  the  States 
shall  be  on  the  same  basis  as  the  apportionment  of  funds  for 
agricultural  commodities  and  other  foods  is  made  under  sec¬ 
tion  204  of  this  title. 

“direct  federal  expenditures 


“Sec.  206.  The  funds  appropriated  for  any  fiscal  year 
for  carrying  out  the  provisions  of  this  title,  less  not  to  exceed 
34  per  centum  thereof  hereby  made  available  to  the  Secre¬ 
tary  for  his  administrative  expenses,  and  less  the  amount 
apportioned  by  him  pursuant  to  sections  204,  205,  and  210, 
shall  be  available  to  the  Secretary  during  such  year  for  direct 


expenditure  by  him  for  agricultural  commodities  and  other 
foods  to  be  distributed  among  the  States  and  summer  youth 
centers  participating  in  the  special  program!  under  this  title 
in  accordance  with  the  needs  as  determined  by  the  appro¬ 
priate  local  authorities.  The  provisions  of  law  contained  in 
the  proviso  of  the  Act  of  June  28,  1937  (50  Stat.  323). 
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facilitating  operations  with  respect  to  the  purchase  and  dis¬ 
position  of  surplus  agricultural  commodities  under  section  32 
of  the  Act  approved  August  24,  1935  (49  Stat.  774),  as 
amended,  shall,  to  the  extent  not  inconsistent  with  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  this  title,  also  be  applicable  to  expenditures  of 
funds  by  the  Secretary  under  this  title. 

“payments  to  states 

“Sec.  207.  Funds  apportioned  to  any  State  pursuant  to 
section  204  or  205  of  this  title  during  any  fiscal  year  shall  be 
available  for  payment  to  such  State  for  disbursement  by  the 
appropriate  State  agency,  in  accordance  with  such  agree¬ 
ments  not  inconsistent  with  the  provisions  of  this  title,  as  may 
be  entered  into  by  the  Secretary  and  such  State  agency,  for 
the  purpose  of  assisting  summer  youth  centers  of  that  State 
during  such  fiscal  year,  in  supplying  (1)  agricultural  com¬ 
modities  and  other  foods  for  consumption  by  children  between 
the  ages  of  six  and  sixteen,  inclusive,  and  (2)  nonfood 
assistance  in  furtherance  of  the  special  summer  lunch  pro¬ 
gram  for  children  authorized  under  this  title.  Such  payments 
to  any  State  in  any  fiscal  year  shall  be  made  upon  the  condi¬ 
tion  that  an  amount  equal  to  not  less  than  10  per  centum  of 
such  payments  will  be  matched  during  such  year  from  sources 
within  the  State  determined  by  the  Secretary  to  have  been 
expended  in  connection  with  the  special  summer  lunch  pro- 
Amdt.  No.  637 - 2 
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gram  for  children  carried  out  under  this  title.  For  the  pur¬ 
pose  of  determining  whether  the  matching  requirements  of 
this  section  and  section  210,  respectively,  have  been  met,  the 
reasonable  value  of  donated  services,  supplies,  facilities,  and 
equipment  as  certified,  respectively,  by  the  appropriate  State 
agency  and  in  case  of  summer  youth  centers  receiving  funds 
pursuant  to  section  210,  by  such  summer  youth  centers  (but 
not  the  cost  or  value  of  land,  of  the  acquisition,  construction, 
or  alteration  of  buildings  or  commodities  donated  by  the 
Secretary,  or  of  Federal  contributions,  or  the  cost  or  value  of 
any  facility  paid  for  in  whole  or  part  with  funds  counted  as 
matching  funds  under  the  National  School  Lunch  Act) ,  may 
he  regarded  as  funds  from  sources  within  the  State  expended 
in  connection  with  the  special  summer  lunch  program.  The 
Secretary  shall  certify  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  from 
time  to  time  the  amounts  to  be  paid  to  any  State  under  this 
section  and  the  time  or  times  such  amounts  are  to  he  paid; 
and  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  shall  pay  to  the  State  at 
the  time  or  times  fixed  by  the  Secretary  the  amounts  so 
certified. 

“state  disbursement  to  summer  youth  centers 
“Sec.  208.  Funds  paid  to  any  State  during  any  fiscal 
year  pursuant  to  section  204  or  205  of  this  title  shall  he  dis¬ 
bursed  by  the  appropriate  State  agency,  in  accordance  with 
such  agreements  approved  by  the  Secretary  as  may  he 
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entered  into  by  such  State  agency  and  the  summer  youth 
centers  in  the  State,  to  those  summer  youth  centers  in  the 
State  which  the  State  agency,  taking  into  account  need  and 
attendance,  determines  are  eligible  to  participate  in  the 
special  summer  lunch  program  for  children  authorized  by 
this  title.  Such  disbursement  to  any  summer  youth  center 
shall  be  made  only  for  the  purpose  of  reimbursing  it  for  the 
cost  of  obtaining  agricultural  commodities  and  other  foods 
for  consumption  by  children  in  the  special  summer  lunch 
program  for  children  and  nonfood  assistance  in  connection 
with  such  program.  Such  food  costs  may  include,  in  addi¬ 
tion  to  the  purchase  price  of  agricultural  commodities  and 
other  foods,  the  cost  of  processing,  distributing,  transporting, 
storing,  or  handling  thereof.  In  no  event  shall  such  disburse¬ 
ment  for  food  to  any  summer  youth  center  for  any  fiscal  year 
exceed  an  amount  determined  by  multiplying  the  number  of 
lunches  served  in  the  summer  youth  center  under  the  special 
summer  lunch  program  for  children  during  such  year  by  the 
maximum  Federal  food-cost  contribution  rate  for  the  State, 
for  the  type  of  lunch  served,  as  prescribed  by  the  Secretary. 
“nutritional  and  other,  program  requirements 
“Sec.  209.  Lunches  served  by  summer  youth  centers 
under  this  title  shall  meet  minimum  nutritional  requirements 
prescribed  by  the  Secretary  on  the  basis  of  tested  nutritional 
research.  Such  meals  shall  be  served  without  cost  or  at  a 
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reduced  cost  to  children  who  are  determined  by  local  author¬ 
ities  to  be  unable  to  pay  the  full  cost  of  the  lunch.  No 
physical  segregation  of  or  other  discrimination  against  any 
child  shall  be  made  by  the  summer  youth  center  because 
of  his  inability  to  pay.  Lunch  programs  under  this  title 
shall  he  operated  on  a  nonprofit  basis.  Each  summer  youth 
center  shall,  insofar  as  practicable,  utilize  in  its  lunch  pro¬ 
gram  commodities  designated  from  time  to  time  by  the 
Secretary  as  being  in  abundance,  either  nationally  or  in 
the  summer  youth  center  area,  or  commodities  donated  by 
the  Secretary.  Commodities  purchased  under  the  authoiity 
of  section  32  of  the  Act  of  August  24,  1935  (49  Stat.  774) , 
as  amended,  may  be  donated  by  the  Secretary  to  summer 
youth  centers,  in  accordance  with  the  needs  as  determined 
by  local  authorities,  for  utilization  in  the  special  summer 
lunch  program  under  this  title. 


“nonprofit  private  summer  youth  centers 
“Sec.  210.  If,  in  any  State,  the  appropriate  State  agency 
is  not  permitted  by  law  to  disburse  the  funds  paid  to  it 
under  this  title  to  nonprofit  private  summer  youth  centers 
in  the  State,  or  is  not  permitted  by  law  to  match  Federal 
funds  made  available  for  use  by  such  nonprofit  private  sum¬ 
mer  youth  center,  the  Secretary  shall  withhold  from  the 
funds  apportioned  to  any  such  State  under  sections  204  and 
205  of  this  title  an  amount  which  would  otherwise  be  made 
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1  available,  as  determined  by  the  Secretary,  to  such  State 

2  on  account  of  such  nonprofit  private  summer  youth  centers 

3  in  the  State.  The  Secretary  shall  disburse  the  funds  so 

4  withheld  directly  to  the  nonprofit  private  summer  youth 

5  centers  within  such  State  for  the  same  purposes  and  subject 

6  to  the  same  conditions  as  are  authorized  or  required  with 

7  respect  to  the  disbursements  to  other  summer  youth  centers 

8  within  the  State  by  the  appropriate  State  agency,  including 

9  the  requirement  that  any  such  payment  or  payments  shall 

10  be  matched,  in  the  proportion  specified  in  section  207  for 

11  such  State,  by  funds  from  sources  within  the  State  expended 

12  by  nonprofit  private  summer  youth  centers  within  the  State 

13  participating  in  the  special  summer  lunch  program  for  chil- 

14  dren  under  this  title.  Such  funds  shall  not  be  considered  a 

15  part  of  the  funds  constituting  the  matching  funds  under  the 

16  terms  of  section  207. 


17 


18 


MISCELLANEOUS  PROVISIONS  AND  DEFINITIONS 


“Sec.  211.  (a)  States,  the  appropriate  State  agencies, 

19  and  summer  youth  centers  participating  in  the  special  sum- 

20  mer  lunch  program  for  children  under  this  title  shall  keep 

21  such  accounts  and  records  as  may  be  necessary  to  enable  the 

22  Secretary  to  determine  whether  the  provisions  of  this  title 

23  are  being  complied  with.  Such  accounts  and  records  shall 

24  at  all  times  be  available  for  inspection  and  audit  bv  repre- 

25  sentatives  of  the  Secretary  and  shall  be  preserved  for  such 
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period  of  time,  not  in  excess  of  five  years,  as  the  Secretary 
determines  necessary. 


“(I))  The  Secretary  shall  encourage,  and  in  cases  in 
which  he  determines  appropriate,  require  as  a  condition  of 


eligibility  to  participate,  the  use  of  existing  facilities  utilized 


for  serving  lunches  under  the  national  school  lunch  program. 

“  (c)  The  Secretary  may,  during  the  first  fiscal  year  in 
which  a  program  is  in  effect  under  this  title,  make  such 
adjustments  as  lie  deems  appropriate  in  order  to  provide  for 
the  effective  and  equitable  administration  of  this  title. 

“(d)  The  Secretary  shall  incorporate  in  his  agreements 
with  the  appropriate  State  agencies  the  express  requirements 
prescribed  in  this  title  with  respect  to  the  operation  of  the 
special  summer  lunch  program  for  children  insofar  as  they 
may  be  applicable  and  such  other  provisions  as  in  his  opinion 
are  reasonably  necessary  or  appropriate  to  effectuate  the 
purposes  of  this  title. 

“  (e)  For  purposes  of  this  title — 

( 1 )  The  term  ‘State’  means  any  of  the  fifty  States, 
the  District  of  Columbia,  the  Commonwealth  of  Puerto  Pico, 
the  Virgin  Islands,  Guam,  or  American  Samoa. 

“(2)  The  term  ‘appropriate  State  agency’  means  the 
agency  or  body  of  the  State  designated  by  the  State  legis¬ 
lature  to  administer  in  the  State  the  special  summer  school 
program  authorized  by  this  title. 
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1  “  (3)  The  term  ‘private  nonprofit'  as  applied  to  any  of 

2  the  summer  child  centers  described  in  section  204  of  this  title 

3  means  a  summer  child  center  operated  by  a  private  school 

4  or  organization  exempt  from  income  taxes  under  section 

5  501  (c)  (3)  of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  of  1954. 

6  “  (4)  The  term  ‘nonfood  assistance’  means  equipment 

7  used  by  summer  youth  centers  in  storing,  preparing,  or 

8  serving  food  for  children  under  this  title.” 

Amend  the  title  so  as  to  read:  “A  bill  to  amend  the 
National  School  Lunch  Act,  as  amended,  to  strengthen  and 
expand  food  service  programs  for  children,  and  to  provide 
for  a  special  summer  lunch  program  for  children." 
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SENATE 


APPROPRIATION  BILL,  1967.  The  Appropriations  Committee  \eported 
ndments  this  bill,  H.  R.  14596  (S.  Rept.  1370)  (p.  14512).  Attached 
Digest  is  the  committee  report,  which  includes  a  statement  of  committee 
Sen.  Proxmire  expressed  disappointment  in  the  appropriation  for\the 
Special  milk  program  and  stated  that  he  is  contemplating  asking  for  an  ameiu^ 
ent  to  provide  $110  million  for  this  program  (p.  14541). 


1.  AGRICULT 
with  ai 
to  th>rs 
actions 


2 


2.  WATER  RESOURCES.  Passed  as  reported  S.  3034,  to  authorize  feasibility  studies 

of .certain  potential  Federal  reclamation  projects  in  17  Western  States,  /pp. 
145V -70  / 

3.  AIR  POLlvUTION.  Passed  as  reported,  80-0,  S.  3112,  the  proposed  Clean/Air  Act 

Amendments  of  1966.  Sen.  Muskie  stated  that  "The  primary  purposes /6f  the  bill 
are  to  consolidate  appropriation  authorizations  in  the  Clean  Air  Act  and  to 
authorize  r^nds  to  continue  the  program  through  1969."  pp.  145^0-84 


4.  CHILD  NUTRITION.  Passed  as  reported,  76-0,  S.  3467,  the  child  nutrition  bill. 
Rejected,  37-42,  an  amendment  by  Sen.  Ribicoff  to  establish  a  special  summer 
lunch  program  (pp,  14584-6,  14589-609).  The  bill,  with  the  committee  amend¬ 
ment,  would  amend  the  National  School  Lunch  Act  by  adding  provisions  for: 

"(1)  A  special  milk  program  for  fiscal  years  1967,  1968,  1969,  and  1970... 

"(2)  A  pilot  breakfast  program  for  fiscal  years  1967  and  1968  in  schools 
drawing  attendance  from  poor  economic  areas  and  in  schools  to  which  the  chil¬ 
dren  must  travel  long  distances... 


"(3)  A  permanent  program  for  nonfood  assistance  to  schools  drawing  attendance 
from  areas  in  which  poor  economic  conditions  exist...;  and 

"(4)  General  administration.,.,  including  provision  for-- 

(A)  appropriation  of  funds  to  assist  State  educational  agencies,  when 
necessary,  in  administering  additional  activities...; 

(B)  authorizing  the  Secretary  to  extend  school  feeding  programs  under 
the  act  to  include  preschool  programs  operated  as  part  of  the  school 
system;  and 

(C)  centralization  in  the  Department  of  Agriculture  of  the  administration 
of  Federal  programs  to  assist  school  feeding  programs." 


5.  WATER  POLLUTION.  Began  debate/bn  S.  2947,  to  ah^end  the  Federal  Water  Pollution 

Control  Act  in  order  to  improve  and  make  more  effective  certain  programs  pur¬ 
suant  to  such  Act.  pp.  14610-14 

6.  ROADS.  A  subcommittee  of/ the  Public  Works  Committee  \pproved  for  full  committee 

consideration  with  amendments  S.  3155,  the  proposed  Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  of 
1966.  p.  D610 

7.  FOREIGN  AID.  Sen.  .Javits  discussed  and  submitted  an  amendnWt  to  S.  3584,  the 

foreign  aid  authorization  bill,  which  "would  propose  an  across-the-board,  2- 
year  authorization  for  the  economic  aid  portion  of  the  foreign  aid  bill."  pp. 
14527-8 

8.  WATER  FOR  PEACE.  Sen.  Moss  commended  the  provisions  of  S.  J.  ResXl67,  to 

organize  and  hold  an  International  Conference  on  Water  for  Peace  and  asked  that 
his  name/be  added  as  a  cosponsor,  pp.  14529-30 

9.  ECONOM)?.  Sen.  Proxmire  sp^ke  in  opposition  to  any  tax  increase  at  this 

p.  14530 

/&en.  Proxmire  criticized  the  "spiraling"  interest  rates  and  inserted 
c^rpts  from  the  Wall  Street  Journal  on  the  subject.  pp.  14534-7 
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tortore  entered  into,  the  yeas  and  nays 
havVbeen  ordered.  The  clerk  will  call 
the  roll  on  final  passage. 

The  legislative  clerk  called  the  roll. 

Mr.  L&tNG  of  Louisiana.  I  announce 
that  the  Senator  from  Tennessee  [Mr. 
Bass],  the 'Senator  from  Alaska  [Mr. 
Gruening],  Che  Senator  from  Arizona 
[Mr.  HaydenlV  and  the  Senator  from 
Missouri  [Mr.  s\mii:gton]  are  absent  on 
official  business. 

I  also  announce  feat  the  Senator  from 
New  Mexico  [Mr.  Anderson],  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Virginia  [MrVBYRD],  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Clark],  the 
Senator  from  Connecticut  [Mr.  Dodd], 
the  Senator  from  New  Yolk  [Mr.  Ken¬ 
nedy],  the  Senator  from  Arkansas  [Mr. 
McClellan],  the  Senator  from.  Wyoming 
[Mr.  McGee],  the  Senator  from  Rhode 
Island  [Mr.  Pastore],  the  Senator  from 
Rhode  Island  [Mr.  Pell],  the  Senator 
from  Virginia  [Mr.  Robertson] \  the 
Senator  from  Florida  [Mr.  Smather§], 
and  the  Senator  from  New  Jersey  [I 
Williams]  are  necessarily  absent. 

I  further  announce  that,  if  present  and 
voting,  the  Senator  from  Tennessee  [Mr. 
Bass],  the  Senator  from  Virginia  [Mr. 
Byrd],  the  Senator  from  Pennsylvania 
[Mr.  Clark]  ,  the  Senator  from  Connecti¬ 
cut  [Mr.  Dodd]  ,  the  Senator  from  Alaska 
[Mr.  Greening],  the  Senator  from  Ari¬ 
zona  [Mr.  Hayden],  the  Senator  from 
New  York  [Mr.  Kennedy],  the  Senator 
from  Wyoming  [Mr.  McGee],  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Rhode  Island  [Mr.  Pastore], 
the  Senator  from  Rhode  Island  [Mr. 
Pell],  the  Senator  from  Virginia  [Mr. 
Robertson],  the  Senator  from  Florida 
[Mr.  Smathers],  and  the  Senator  from 
New  Jersey  [Mr.  Williams]  would  each 
vote  “yea.” 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  announce  that  the 
Senator  from  Illinois  [Mr.  Dirksen],  the 
Senator  from  Michigan  [Mr.  Griffin], 
and  the  Senator  from  Wyoming  [Mr. 
Simpson]  are  necessarily  absent. 

The  Senator  from  Pennsylvania  [Mr. 
Scott]  is  absent  because  of  illness. 

If  present  and  voting,  the  Senator 
from  Illinois  [Mr.  Dirksen],  the  Senator 
from  Michigan  [Mr.  Griffin],  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Scott]  and 
the  Senator  from  Wyoming  [Mr. 
Simpson]  would  each  vote  vote  “yea.’ 
The  result  was  announced — yeas  80/ 


nays  0,  as  follows: 

[No.  132  Leg.] 
YEAS — 80 
Aiken  Hart 

Morton  / 

Allott 

Hartke 

Moss  / 

Bartlett 

Hickenlooper 

Mundc 

Bayh 

Hill 

Murjfhy 

Bennett 

Holland 

Muskie 

Bible 

Hruska 

N/lson 

Boggs 

Inouye 

Meuberger 

Brewster 

Jackson 

/Pearson 

Burdick 

Javits  / 

Prouty 

Byrd,  W.  Va. 

Jordan,  N.C.  / 

Proxmire 

Cannon 

Jordan,  Idaho 

Randolph 

Carlson 

Kennedy,  Mass.  Ribicoff 

Case 

Kuchel  / 

Russell,  S.C. 

Church 

Lauschar 

Russell,  Ga. 

Cooper 

Long  iMo. 

Saltonstall 

Cotton 

Long;  La. 

Smith 

Curtis 

Magnuson 

Sparkman 

Dominick 

Mansfield 

Stennis 

Douglas 

McCarthy 

Talmadge 

Eastland 

/McGovern 

Thurmond 

Ellender 

/McIntyre 

Tower 

Ervin  / 

Metcalf 

Tydings 

Fannin  / 

Miller 

Williams,  Del. 

Fong  / 

Mondale 

Yarborough 

Ful  bright/ 

Monroney 

Young,  N.  Dak. 

Gore  / 

Montoya 

Young,  Ohio 

Harris / 

Morse 

nays— o 

NOT  VOTING— 20 


Anderson 

Bass 

Byrd,  Va. 

Clark 

Dirksen 

Dodd 

Griffin 


Robertson 

Scott 


Gruening 
Hayden 
Kennedy,  N.Y.  Simpson 
McClellan  Smathers 
McGee 
Pastore 
Pell 


the  collection  of  claims  of  the  Ur 
States,  and  for  other  purposes,  and  )i  was 
signed  by  the  Acting  President  p? 

- — - 


Symington 
Williams,  N.J. 


So  the  bill  (S.  3112)  was  passed. 

Mr.  MUSKIE.  Mr.  President,  I  move 
that  the  vote  by  which  the  bill  was  passed 
be  reconsidered. 

Mr.  RANDOLPH.  Mr.  President,  I 
move  that  the  motion  to  reconsider  be 
laid  on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  the 
amendments  to  the  Clean  Air  Act  just 
endorsed  by  the  Senate  marks  another 
triumph  for  the  distinguished  junior 
Senator  from  Maine  [Mr.  Muskie] 
whose  strong  record  in  this  field  is  al¬ 
ready  clearly  established.  His  able 
handling  of  the  proposal  was  in  large 
measure  responsible  for  its  unanimous 
ipproval  by  the  Senate.  We  are  indeed 
rateful  for  Senator  Muskie ’s  vigoroi 
aovocacy  on  this  measure  and  for  rife 
capable  manner  in  which  he  directed/its 
passage. 

But  Nthe  Senator  from  Maine  /s  not 
alone  iivdeserving  praise  for  today’s  suc¬ 
cess.  Tne  junior  Senator  from  Dela¬ 
ware  [Mr.  Boggs]  ,  and  the  senior  Senator 
from  Kentucky  [Mr.  Cooper/ are  also  to 
be  highly  commended  for  t/eir  coopera¬ 
tive  leadership,  sp  essentig/to  a  victory  of 
this  magnitude. 

We  also  thank  NJie/fehairman  of  the 
Public  Works  Committee,  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  frmnWest  Virginia  [Mr. 
Randolph]  for  his/strohg  and  articulate 
support  as  well  as  for  thX  capable  assist¬ 
ance  of  the  Senators  from.  Kansas  [Mr. 
Carlson]  antfr  Connecticut^  [Mr.  Ribi- 
coff]. 


MESSAGE  FROM  THE  HOUSE 

A  message  from  the  House  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives,  by  Mr.  Hackney,  one  of,  its 
reading  clerks,  announced  that  raje 
House  had  agreed  to  the  amendment 
rite  Senate  to  each  of  the  following  bills' 
>f  the  House: 

H.R.  14122.  An  act  to  adjust  the  rates  of 
basic  compensation  of  certain  employees  of 
the  Federal  Government,  and  for  other  pur¬ 
poses;  and 

H.R.  14888.  An  aot  to  amend  the  act  of 
February  28,  1947,  as  amended,  to  authorize 
the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to  cooperate  in 
screw-worm  eradication  in  Mexico. 


The  message  also  announced  that  the 
House  had  agreed  to  the  report  of  the 
committee  of  conference  on  the  disagree¬ 
ing  votes  of  the  two  Houses  on  the 
amendments  of  the  House  to  the  bill  (S. 
2950)  to  authorize  appropriations  during 
the  fiscal  year  1967  for  procurement  of 
aircraft,  missiles,  naval  vessels,  and 
tracked  combat  vehicles,  and  research, 
development,  test,  and  evaluation  for  the 
Armed  Forces,  and  for  other  purposes. 


ENROLLED  BILL  SIGNED 


The  message  further  announced  that 
the  Speaker  had  affixed  his  signature  to 
the  enrolled  bill  (H.R.  13651)  to  avoid 
unnecessary  litigation  by  providing  for 


AMENDMENT  OF  THE  NATIONAL 

SCHOOL  LUNCH  ACT  TO 

STRENGTHEN  AND  EXPAND  FOOD 

SERVICE  PROGRAMS  FOR  CHIL¬ 
DREN 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  Senate 
proceed  to  the  consideration  of  calendar 
No.  1325,  S.  3467. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
bill  will  be  stated  by  title  for  the  inform¬ 
ation  of  the  Senate. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  A  bill  (S. 
3467)  to  amend  the  National  School 
Lunch  Act,  as  amended,  to  strengthen 
and  expand  food  service  programs  for 
children. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  present  consideration  of 
the  bill? 

'  There  being  no  objection,  the  Senate 
proceeded  to  consider  the  bill  which  had 
been  reported  from  the  Committee  on 
Agriculture  and  Forestry,  with  an 
amendment,  to  strike  out  all  after  the 
enacting  clause  and  insert: 

That  the  National  School  Lunch  Act,  as 
amended,  is  amended — 

(A)  By  inserting  in  section  3  before  the 
period  at  the  end  thereof  the  following 
phrase:  “and  other  than  sections  13  through 
15  and  section  17”. 

(B)  By  inserting  in  section  6  after  the 
word  “Act”  where  it  first  occurs  the  follow¬ 
ing:  “(other  than  section  13  through  15  and 
section  17)". 

(C)  By  adding  at  the  end  of  subsection 
(d)  of  section  12,  the  following  new  para¬ 
graph: 

“(8)  ‘Nonprofit  institution’  means  any 
public  or  private  institution,  except  a  school 
or  other  educational  institution  of  higher 
learning,  which  provides  for  the  care  and 
training  of  children  and  no  part  of  the  net 
earnings  of  which  inures  to  the  benefit  of  any 
private  shareholder  or  individual.” 

(D)  By  adding  at  the  end  of  the  Act  the 
following  new  sections : 

“SPECIAL  MILK  PROGRAM 


“AUTHORIZATION 

“Sec.  13.  There  is  hereby  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  for  the  fiscal  year  ending 
June  30,  1967,  not  to  exceed  $110,000,000; 
for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1968,  not 
to  ,exceed  $115,000,000;  and  for  each  of  the 
two  succeeding  fiscal  years  not  to  exceed 
$120,000,000,  to  enable  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture,  under  such  rules  and  regula¬ 
tions  as  he  may  deem  in  the  public  interest, 
to  encourage  consumption  of  fluid  milk  by 
children  in  the  United  States  in  (1)  non¬ 
profit  schools  of  high  school  grade  and  un¬ 
der,  and  (2)  nonprofit  nursery  schools,  child¬ 
care  centers,  settlement  houses,  summer 
camps,  and  similar  nonprofit  institutions 
devoted  to  the  care  and  training  of  children. 
For  the  purposes  of  this  section  ‘United 
States’  means  the  fifty  States  and  the  Dis¬ 
trict  of  Columbia.  The  Secretary  shall  ad¬ 
minister  the  special  milk,  program  provided 
for  by  this  section  to  the  maximum  extent 
practicable  in  the  same  manner  as  he  ad¬ 
ministered  the  special  milk  program  provided 
for  by  Public  Law  85-478  as  amended,  during 
the  fiscal  year  ended  June  30,  1966. 

“SCHOOL  BREAKFAST  PROGRAM 
“AUTHORIZATION 

“Sec.  14.  (a)  There  is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  for  the  fiscal  year  ending 
June  30.  1967,  not  to  exceed  $7,500,000;  and 
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for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1968,  not 
to  exceed  $10,000,000,  to  enable  the  Secre¬ 
tary  to  formulate  and  carry  out  a  pilot  pro¬ 
gram  to  assist  States  through  grants-in- 
aid  and  other  means,  to  initiate,  maintain, 
or  expand  nonprofit  breakfast  programs  in 
schools  drawing  attendance  from  areas  in 
which  poor  economic  conditions  exist  and 
in  schools  to  which  a  substantial  proportion 
of  the  children  enrolled  must  travel  long 
distances. 

“apportionment  to  states 

“(b)  Of  the  funds  appropriated  for  the 
purposes  of  this  section  for  any  fiscal  year, 
the  Secretary  shall  reserve  3  per  centum  for 
apportionment  to  Guam,  the  Virgin  Islands, 
Puerto  Rico,  and  American  Samoa.  Such 
funds  shall  be  apportioned  among  such 
States  on  the  basis  of  the  ratio  of  the  num¬ 
ber  of  children  of  ages  five  through  seventeen 
in  each  such  State  to  the  number  of  all  chil¬ 
dren  of  ages  five  through  seventeen  in  all 
such  States. 

“(c)  Of  the  remainder  of  the  funds  appro¬ 
priated,  the  Secretary  shall  for  each  fiscal 
year,  (1)  apportion  the  first  $2,500,000  equally 
among  the  States,  other  than  Guam,  the 
Virgin  Islands,  Puerto  Rico,  and  American 
Samoa,  and  (2)  apportion  the  remainder 
among  such  States  on  the  basis  of  the  ratio 
of  the  number  of  children  in  each  State  of 
ages  five  through  seventeen  in  families  with 
incomes  of  less  than  $2,000  per  annual  plus 
the  number  of  children  of  ages  five  through 
seventeen  in  families  with  incomes  of  more 
than  $2,000  per  annum  from  payments  under 
the  Department  of  Health,  Education,  and 
Welfare’s  program  of  aid  to  families  with  de¬ 
pendent  children  to  the  total  number  of  such 
children  in  the  fifty  States  and  the  District 
of  Columbia. 

“STATE  DISBURSEMENT  TO  SCHOOLS 

“(d)  Funds  apportioned  and  paid  to  any 
State  for  the  purpose  of  this  section  shall  be 
disbursed  by  the  State  educational  agency  to 
schools  selected  by  the  State  educational 
agency,  to  reimburse  such  schools  for  the 
cost  of  obtaining  agricultural  and  other  foods 
for  consumption  by  needy  children  in  a 
breakfast  program  and  for  the  purpose  of 
subsection  (e) .  Such  food  costs  may  include, 
in  addition  to  the  purchase  price,  the  cost 
of  processing,  distributing,  transporting,  stor¬ 
ing,  and  handling.  Disbursement  to  schools 
shall  be  made  at  such  rates  per  meal  or  on 
such  other  basis  as  the  Secretary  shall  pre¬ 
scribe.  In  selecting  schools,  the  State  educa¬ 
tional  agency  shall,  to  the  extent  practicable, 
give  first  consideration  to  those  schools  draw¬ 
ing  attendance  from  areas  in  which  poor  eco¬ 
nomic  conditions  exist  and  to  those  schools 
to  which  a  substantial  proportion  of  the  chil¬ 
dren  enrolled  must  travel  long  distances. 

“(e)  In  circumstances  of  severe  need  where 
the  rate  per  meal  established  by  the  Secre¬ 
tary  is  deemed  by  him  insufficient  to  carry 
on  an  effective  breakfast  program  in  a  school, 
the  Secretary  may  authorize  financial  assist¬ 
ance  up  to  90  per  centum  of  the  operating 
costs  of  such  a  program,  including  cost  of 
obtaining,  preparing,  and  serving  food.  In 
the  selection  of  schools  to  receive  assistance 
under  this  section,  the  State  educational 
agency  shall  require  applicant  schools  to  pro¬ 
vide  justification  of  the  need  for  such  assist¬ 
ance. 

“NUTRITIONAL  AND  OTHER  PROGRAM 
REQUIREMENTS 

“(f)  Breakfasts  served  by  schools  partici¬ 
pating  in  the  school  breakfast  program  under 
this  section  shall  consist  of  a  combination 
of  foods  and  shall  meet  minimum  nutritional 
requirements  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  on 
the  basis  of  tested  nutritional  research. 
Such  breakfasts  shall  be  served  without  cost 
or  at  a  reduced  cost  only  to  children  who  are 
determined  by  local  school  authorities  to  be 
unable  to  pay  the  full  cost  of  the  breakfast. 
In  making  such  determinations,  such  local 
authorities  should,  to  the  extent  practicable. 


consult  with  public  welfare  and  health  agen¬ 
cies.  No  physical  segregation  of  or  other 
discrimination  against  any  child  shall  be 
made  by  the  school  because  of  his  inability 
to  pay. 

"nonprofit  private  schools 

"(g)  If  in  any  State  the  State  educational 
agency  is  not  permitted  by  law  to  disburse 
the  funds  paid  to  it  under  this  section  to 
nonprofit  private  schools,  the  Secretary  shall 
withhold  from  the  funds  apportioned  to  any 
such  State  under  subsections  (b)  and  (c) 
of  this  section  an  amount  based  on  the  ratio 
of  the  number  of  children  enrolled  in  non¬ 
profit  private  schools  within  the  State  to  the 
total  number  of  children  enrolled  in  all 
schools  within  the  State.  The  Secretary 
shall  disburse  the  funds  so  withheld  directly 
to  the  nonprofit  private  schools  within  such 
State  for  the  same  purposes  and  subject  to 
the  same  conditions  as  are  required  of  a  State 
educational  agency  disbursing  funds  made 
available  under  this  section. 

"nonfood  assistance  program 
“authorization 

“Sec.  15.  (a)  There  is  hereby  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  for  the  fiscal  year  ending 
June  30,  1967,  and  for  each  fiscal  year  there¬ 
after  such  sums  as  may  be  necessary  to  en¬ 
able  the  Secretary  to  formulate  and  carry 
out  a  program  to  assist  the  States  through 
grants-in-aid  and  other  means  to  supply 
schools  drawing  attendance  from  areas  in 
which  poor  economic  conditions  exist  with 
facilities,  other  than  land  and  buildings,  for 
the  storage,  preparation,  transportation,  and 
serving  of  food  to  enable  such  schools  to  es¬ 
tablish,  maintain,  and  expand  school  food 
service  programs. 

“APPORTIONMENTS  TO  STATES 

"(b)  The  Secretary  shall  apportion  the 
funds  appropriated  for  the  purposes  of  this 
section  among  the  States  during  each  fiscal 
year  on  the  same  basis  as  apportionments 
are  made  under  section  4  of  this  Act  for  sup¬ 
plying  agricultural  and  other  foods,  except 
that  apportionment  to  American  Samoa  for 
any  fiscal  year  shall  be  on  the  same  basis  as 
the  apportionment  to  the  other  States.  Pay¬ 
ments  to  any  State  of  funds  apportioned  for 
any  fiscal  year  shall  be  made  upon  condition 
that  one-fourth'  of  the  cost  of  any  facilities 
financed  under  this  subsection  shall  be  borne 
by  State  or  local  funds. 

“STATE  DISBURSEMENT  TO  SCHOOLS 

“(c)  Funds  apportioned  and  paid  to  any 
State  for  the  purpose  of  this  section  shall  be 
disbursed  by  the  State  educational  agency  to 
assist  schools,  which  draw  attendance  from 
areas  in  which  poor  economic  conditions 
exist  and  which  have  no,  or  grossly  inade¬ 
quate,  facilities,  to  conduct  a  school  food 
service  program,  and  to  acquire  such  facil¬ 
ities.  In  the  selection  of  schools  to  receive 
assistance  under  this  section,  the  State  edu¬ 
cational  agency  shall  require  applicant 
schools  to  provide  justification  of  the  need 
for  such  assistance  and  the  inability  of  local 
tax  sources  to  finance  the  food  service  equip¬ 
ment  and  facilities  needed.  Disbursements 
to  any  school  may  be  made,  by  advances  or 
reimbursements,  only  after  approval  by  the 
State  educational  agency  of  a  request  by  the 
school  for  funds,  accompanied  by  a  detailed 
description  of  the  facilities  to  be  acquired 
and  the  plans  for  the  use  thereof  in  effec¬ 
tively  meeting  the  nutritional  needs  of  chil¬ 
dren  in  the  school. 

“NONPROFIT  PRIVATE  SCHOOLS 

“(d)  If  in  any  State  the  State  educational 
agency  is  not  permitted  by  law  to  disburse 
the  funds  paid  to  it  under  this  section  to 
nonprofit  private  schools  in  the  State,  the 
Secretary  shall  withhold  from  the  funds  ap¬ 
portioned  to  such  State  under  subsection  (b) 
an  amount  which  bears  the  same  ratio  to 
such  funds  as  the  number  of  lunches,  con¬ 
sisting  of  a  combination  of  foods  and  meet¬ 
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ing  the  minimum  requirements  prescribed 
by  the  Secretary  under  section  9  of  this  Act 
served  in  the  preceding  fiscal  year  by  all  non¬ 
profit  private  schools  participating  in  the 
program  under  section  2  within  the  State,  as 
determined  by  the  Secretary,  bears  to  the 
participation  rate  for  the  State.  The  Secre¬ 
tary  shall  disburse  the  funds  so  withheld  di¬ 
rectly  to  the  nonprofit  private  schools  within 
such  State  for  the  same  purposes  and  subject 
to  the  same  conditions  as  are  required  of  a 
State  educational  agency  disbursing  funds 
made  available  under  this  section. 

“PAYMENTS  TO  STATES 

“Sec.  16.  The  Secretary  shall  certify  to  the 
Secretary  of  the  Treasury  from  time  to  time 
the  amounts  to  be  paid  to  any  State  under 
sections  13  through  17  of  this  Act  and  the 
time  or  times  such  amounts  are  to  be  paid; 
and  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  shall  pay 
to  the  State  at  the  time  or  times  fixed  by  the 
Secretary  the  amounts  so  certified. 

“STATE  ADMINISTRATIVE  EXPENSES 

“Sec.  17.  The  Secretary  may  utilize  funds 
appropriated  under  this  section  for  advances 
to  each  State  educational  agency  for  use  for 
its  administrative  expenses  in  supervising 
and  giving  technical  assistance  to  the  local 
school  districts  in  their  conducting  of  pro¬ 
grams  under  this  Act.  Such  funds  shall  be 
advanced  only  in  amounts  and  to  the  extent 
determined  necessary  by  the  Secretary  to  as¬ 
sist  such  State  agencies  in  the  administration 
of  additional  activities  undertaken  by  them 
under  sections  11,  14,  and  15  of  this  Act. 
There  are  hereby  authorized  to  be  appro¬ 
priated  such  sums  as  may  be  necessary  for 
the  purposes  of  this  section. 

“UTILIZATION  OF  FOODS 

“Sec.  18.  Each  school  participating  under 
section  14  of  this  Act  shall,  insofar  as  prac¬ 
ticable,  utilize  in  its  program  foods  des¬ 
ignated  from  time  to  time  by  the  Secretary 
as  being  in  abundance,  either  nationally  or 
in  the  school  area,  or  foods  donated  by  the 
Secretary.  Foods  available  under  section 
416  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949  (63  Stat. 
1058),  as  amended,  or  purchased  under  sec¬ 
tion  32  of  the  Act  of  August  24,  1935  (49 
Stat.  774),  as  amended,  or  section  709  of  the 
Food  and  Agriculture  Act  of  1965  (79  Stat. 
1212),  may  be  donated  by  the  Secretary  to 
schools,  in  accordance  with  the  needs  as 
determined  by  local  school  authorities,  for 
utilization  in  their  feeding  programs  under 
this  Act. 

“nonprofit  programs 

“Sec.  19.  The  food  and  milk  service  pro¬ 
grams  in  schools  and  nonprofit  institutions 
receiving  assistance  under  this  Act  shall 
be  conducted  on  a  nonprofit  basis. 

“STATISTICAL  DATA 

“Sec.  20.  Data  on  numbers  of  children  of 
ages  five  through  seventeen  and  on  per 
capita  income  shall  be  made  available  by 
the  Secretary  of  Commerce  to  the  Secre¬ 
tary  and,  except  where  otherwise  expressly 
stated  in  this  Act,  shall  be  the  latest  avail¬ 
able.  Data  on  the  numbers  of  children,  ages 
five  through  seventeen,  in  families  with  in¬ 
comes  of  more  than  $2,000  per  annum  from 
payments  under  the  Department  of  Health, 
Education,  and  Welfare’s  program  of  aid  to 
families  with  dependent  children  shall  be 
provided  by  that  Department. 

“regulations 

“Sec.  21.  The  Secretary  shall  prescribe  such 
regulations  as  he  may  deem  necessary  to 
carry  out  this  Act. 

“prohibitions 

“Sec.  22.  (a)  In  carrying  out  the  provisions 
of  sections  13  through  15  of  this  Act,  neither 
the  Secretary  nor  the  State  shall  impose  any 
requirements  with  respect  to  teaching  per¬ 
sonnel,  curriculum,  instruction,  methods  of 
instruction,  and  materials  of  instruction  in 
any  nonprofit  institution. 
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"(b)  The  value  of  assistance  to  children 
under  this  Act  shall  not  be  considered  to  be 
Income  or  resources  for  any  purpose  under 
any  Federal  or  State  laws  including,  but  not 
limited  to,  laws  relating  to  taxation,  welfare, 
and  public  assistance  programs.  Expendi¬ 
tures  of  funds  from  State  and  local  sources 
for  the  maintenance  of  food  programs  for 
children  shall  not  be  diminished  as  a  result 
of  funds  received  under  this  Act. 

“PRESCHOOL  PROGRAMS 

"Sec.  23.  The  Secretary  may  extend  the 
benefits  of  school  feeding  programs  under 
this  Act  to  include  preschool  programs  op¬ 
erated  as  part  of  the  school  system. 

“CENTRALIZATION  OF  ADMINISTRATION 

“Sec.  24.  Authority  for  the  conduct  and  su¬ 
pervision  of  Federal  programs  to  assist 
schools  in  providing  food  service  programs 
for  children  is  assigned  to  the  Department 
of  Agriculture.  To  the  extent  practicable, 
other  Federal  agenices  administering  pro¬ 
grams  under  which  funds  are  to  be  provided 
to  schools  for  such  assistance  shall  transfer 
such  funds  to  the  Department  of  Agriculture 
for  distribution  through  the  administrative 
channels  and  in  accordance  with  the  stand¬ 
ards  established  under  this  Act. 

“no  change  in  school  lunch  program 
“Sec.  25.  The  Secretary  shall  administer 
sections  1  through  12  of  this  Act  to  the  max¬ 
imum  extent  practicable  in  the  same  manner 
as  he  administered  those  sections  during  the 
fiscal  year  ended  June  30,  1966.” 


AUTHORIZATION  OP  APPROPRIA¬ 
TIONS  DURING  FISCAL  YEAR 
1967  FOR  PROCUREMENT  OF 
CERTAIN  EQUIPMENT  FOR  THE 
ARMED  FORCES— CONFERENCE 

REPORT 

Mr.  RUSSELL  of  Georgia.  Mr.' Presi¬ 
dent,  I  submit  a  report  of  the  committee 
of  conference  on  the  disagreeing  votes 
of  the  two  Houses  on  the  amendments  of 
the  House  to  the  bill  (S.  2959)  to  author¬ 
ize  appropriations  during  the  fiscal  year 
1967  for  procurement  of  aircraft,  mis¬ 
siles,  naval  vessels,  and  tracked  combat 
vehicles,  and  research,  development,  test, 
and  evaluation  for  the  Armed  Forces, 
and  for  other  purposes.  I  ask  unani¬ 
mous  consent  for  the  present  considera¬ 
tion  of  the  report. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  re¬ 
port  will  be  read  for  the  information 
the  Senate. 

The  legislative  clerk  read  the  rep6rt. 
(For  conference  report,  see  Housj/pro- 
ceedings  of  today.) 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER./Is  there 
objection  to  the  present  consideration 
of  the  report? 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Senate 
proceeded  to  consider  the  report. 

Mr.  RUSSELL  of  Georgia.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  we  seek  complete  and  final  action 
on  the  bill  authorizing  appropriations  for 
the  procurement yof  aircraft,  missiles, 
naval  vessels,  and  tracked  combat  vehi¬ 
cles,  and  for  research,  development,  test, 
and  evaluation  of  weapons  systems  for 
the  Armed  Forces. 

The  bill  agreed  to  by  the  conferees 
totals  $l/, 480, 759, 000.  This  is  $310,700,- 
000  mare  than  the  version  of  the  bill  as 
it  passed  the  Senate  and  $377,300,000  less 
thar/the  House  bill.  The  total  is  $553,- 
801^000  more  than  was  proposed  by  the 
epartment  of  Defense. 


I  ask  unanimous  consent  to  have 
printed  at  the  end  of  my  remarks  a  tabu¬ 
lation  comparing  the  amounts  for  pro¬ 
curement  and  for  research  and  develop¬ 
ment  as  they  were  proposed  by  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Defense,  approved  by  the 
House  and  the  Senate,  and  agreed  to  in 
conference. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

(See  exhibit  1) . 

Mr.  RUSSELL  of  Georgia.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  shall  not  attempt  to  cover  every 
item  that  was  in  disagreement  but  I  shall 
comment  on  some  of  the  more  important 
ones. 

PROCUREMENT 

The  conferees  agreed  to  include  $12 
million  for  additional  aircraft  and  elec¬ 
tronic  equipment  to  expand  airborne 
telecasting  facilities  in  Vietnam,  and  $25 
million  for  the  procurement  of  more 
modern  aircraft  to  evacuate  sick  and  in¬ 
jured  members  of  the  Armed  Forces. 

In  the  shipbuilding  program,  the  Sen¬ 
ate  had  deleted  two  conventionally  pow- 
red  guided  missile  destroyers  at  a  cost  of/ 
$t45, 100,000  and  added  one  nucleaj 
powered  guided  missile  frigate  at  a  (jest 
of  $r§p  million. 

The'House  had  extended  the  authority 
granted\ast  year  for  a  guided/missile 
frigate  in\he  amount  of  $130,50^,000  and 
►  it  had  authisrized  a  new  nuclei  powered 
guided  missne  frigate  for y$127, 800,000 
in  addition  to\pontinuing/che  two  con¬ 
ventionally  powered  guided  missile  de¬ 
stroyers  in  the  prograi 

Under  the  conferertfee  agreement  the 
extension  of  the  autmnity  for  last  year’s 
nuclear-powered  guided  missile  frigate 
in  the  amount yof  $13^.500,000  is  in¬ 
cluded  and  the  two  ^conventionally 
powered  guidaa  missile  destroyers  are  au¬ 
thorized  in  Jt ne  amount  of  $1^45,100,000. 
The  conferees  also  agreed  to  include  in 
the  authorization  $20  million  for  long 
leadtime  items  for  an  additional  nuclear 
powered  guided  missile  frigate. 

re  language  accompanying  the  Ve¬ 
nded  authorization  for  the  constriu 
tjon  of  the  nuclear  powered  guided  mis¬ 
sile  frigate  that  was  initially  authorized 
last  year  provides  that  the  contract  for 
the  construction  of  this  ship  “shall  be 
entered  into  as  soon  as  practicable  unless 
the  President  fully  advises  the  Congress 
that  its  construction  is  not  in  the  na¬ 
tional  interest.” 

RESEARCH  AND  DEVELOPMENT 

The  authorization  of  appropriations 
for  research  and  development  that  has 
been  agreed  to  in  conference  is  $128,- 
100,000  more  than  the  Senate  bill. 

Of  this  amount  $10.8  million  is  for  the 
Army  and  is  intended  to  be  applied  to  the 
heavy  lift  helicopter  program  and  to  the 
advanced  aerial  fire  support  system. 

The  conferees  agreed  on  an  increase  in 
the  Navy  R.D.T.  &  E.  authorization  of 
$52.5  million.  Substantial  parts  of  this 
increase  are  intended  for  work  on  the 
Condor  missile  and  the  deep  submer¬ 
gence  program. 

For  the  Air  Force  research  and  devel¬ 
opment,  the  conference  agreement  pro¬ 
vides  $64.8  million  more  than  the  Senate 
bill.  Fifty  million  dollars  of  this  is  for 
the  manned  orbiting  laboratory,  $3  mil¬ 


lion  is  for  research  in  vertical  and  shm 
takeoff  and  landing  aircraft,  and  $LO 
million  is  to  be  added  to  the  $11  minion 
already  in  the  bill  for  the  advanced/man- 
ned  strategic  aircraft  that  is  becoming 
known  as  AMSA. 

MIL  IT  ART  PAY 

Mr.  President,  this  is  a  rather  impor¬ 
tant  provision  that  was  agreed  to  in  the 
conference :  The  Senate  oonferees  agreed 
to  provisions  increasina/the  basic  pay  of 
members  of  the  uniformed  services  by 
3.2  percent  beginning  on  July  1  of  this 
year,  or  the  first  /ay  of  the  month  in 
which  the  pay  increase  for  Federal  em¬ 
ployees  is  effective,  whichever  is  later. 

The  annuabcost  of  this  increase  is  ap- 
proximately/356  million.  Since  the  pay 
of  civilian /nployees  of  the  Government 
apparently  is  to  be  increased,  it  is  im¬ 
portant/  that  members  of  our  Armed 
Forcer  and  other  uniformed  services  re- 
ceivycomparable  treatment. 

WEAPONS  SYSTEMS 

'The  House  bill  had  contained  a  pro¬ 
vision  requiring  the  Secretary  of  De¬ 
fense  to  report  to  Congress  all  the 
pertinent  details  before  eliminating  or 
substantially  reducing  a  major  weapons 
system.  The  provision  also  required 
that  the  Congress  through  its  Commit¬ 
tees  on  Armed  Services  must  advise  the 
Secretary  of  Defense  of  its  recommenda¬ 
tion  on  the  proposed  action  within  90 
days.  This  provision  has  been  modified. 
The  conferees  have  agreed  to  a  provision 
that  requires  notice  to  the  Congress  be¬ 
fore  the  Secretary  of  Defense  initiates  a 
substantial  reduction  or  elimination  in 
a  major  weapons  system,  but  omits  the 
requirement  for  congressional  advice  be¬ 
fore  the  proposed  action  can  be  accom¬ 
plished. 

Mr.  President,  I  think  that  I  have 
touched  upon  the  most  important  items 
that  were  involved  in  the  conference. 
Several  items  of  very  substantial  size 
were  identical  in  the  bills  as  passed  by 
both  Houses,  and  therefore  were  not  at 
issue  before  the  conferees.  We  hope  that 
this  bill  will  take  care  of  the  needs  of  the 
services  and  of  our  men  in  uniform,  who 
►jn  considerable  numbers  are  risking  their 
ves  daily  in  Vietnam,  on  the  orders  of 
their  Commander  in  Chief,  the  Presi- 
den\of  the  United  States,  and  with  the 
approval  of  Congress.  We  may  have  to 
face  sinailar  conflicts  elsewhere,  or  even 
more  farflung  operations  in  some  other 
quarter  of\the  globe. 

Congress, \VIr.  President,  has  not  been 
derelict  in  undertaking  to  provide  for 
the  men  in  the  armed  services.  We  have, 
each  year  for  tnklast  several  years,  ap¬ 
propriated  or  authorized  more  funds 
than  the  Department  of  Defense  re¬ 
quested  or  expendedXl  think  it  is  very 
unfair  if  Congress  has  i\  any  degree  been 
blamed  for  shortages  and  for  break¬ 
downs  in  the  system  of  distribution,  when 
we  have  provided  every  dollar  that  has 
been  requested  of  us  for  the  \rmed  serv¬ 
ices  by  the  executive  branch  orv^he  Gov¬ 
ernment. 

Mr.  President,  I  shall  be  glad  to\ry  to 
answer  any  questions  about  the  action 
of  the  conferees.  If  there  are  no  que 
tions,  I  urge  approval  of  the  conference 
report. 
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Is  notable  that  several  months  ago  McDonald 
askeh>vpermisslon  to  get  one  mothballed  8- 
inch  oaiiser  Into  full  active  duty  in  the 
Pacific  aSni  to  bring  another  to  80-day  readi¬ 
ness  in  tnh.  Reserves.  The  request  was  turn¬ 
ed  down  foil  budgetary  reasons,  and  McDon¬ 
ald  did  not  pWsue  it. 

WAITED :  A  BATTLESHIP ! 

Others  have  seieed  on  the  idea  with  greater 
vigor.  Colonel  Hdtol,  now  retired  from  the 
Marine  Corps,  is  onftmf  the  country’s  leading 
authorities  on  the  use  of  naval  firepower. 
He  was  formerly  director  of  the  Gunfire 
School  at  Quantico.  Hissarticle  last  Septem¬ 
ber  in  the  Naval  Institute  Proceedings 
sparked  a  major  discussion\within  the  pro¬ 
fession. 

“The  question  of  reactivating  a  battle¬ 
ship,”  he  wrote,  "ought  to  be  carefully  con¬ 
sidered.  We  are  now  regularly  \pnducting 
shore  bombardment  in  Viet  Nam\using  5- 
inch  and  6-inch  guns.  Think  ho\  much 
greater  return  we  could  realize  from  tl\e  vir¬ 
tually  doubled  range  inland  and  enormously 
multiplied  hitting  power  of  16-inch  projec¬ 
tiles,  and  how  much  more  economical  sue 
gun  strikes  would  be  than  air  attacks  against 
the  same  targets.” 

The  same  arguments  were  advanced  early 
this  year  by  Admiral  John  S.  McCain,  Jr., 
vice-chairman  of  the  U.S.  delegation  on  the 
UN’s  military  staff  committee.  He  recom¬ 
mended  flatly  that  the  Missouri  be  taken 
out  of  her  mothballs  at  Bremerton,  Wash., 
and  restored  to  active  service  at  the  earliest 
possible  moment. 

A  few  weeks  after  McCain’s  proposal,  the 
civilian  magazine  “Navy”  in  February  carried 
a  major  article,  “Bring  Back  the  Big  Guns.” 
In  its  June  issue,  the  magazine  returns  to 
the  theme  with  a  piece  by  Dr.  Howard  D. 
Greybef,  a  British  professor  of  mathematics 
who  writes  with  bell-like  authority. 

JOB  FOB  “MIGHTY  Mo” 

These  combined  arguments  make  sense. 
The  Missouri’s  big  guns  can  deliver  the  same 
conventional  explosives  in  three  hours  that 
otherwise  would  require  500  fighter-bombers. 
This  punch  can  be  delivered  with  high  accu¬ 
racy,  at  relatively  low  cost,  and  at  almost  no 
risk  of  a  serviceman’s  life.  At  the  time  the 
Missouri  was  decommissioned  her  guns  could 
loft  a  2,300-pound  projectile  for  21  statute 
miles.  Today,  says  Dr.  Greyber,  new  propel¬ 
lants  make  it  possible  to  shoot  a  2,000-pound 
projectile  up  to  44  miles,  or  a  1,700-pound 
shell  up  to  50  miles.  The  peculiar  geography 
of  South  Viet  Nam  makes  it  possible  for  only 
six  turrets  to  cover  85  per  cent  of  the  critical y 
area. 

Aerial  bombing  carries  political  and 
chological  connotations  that  naval  bomb^frd- 
ment,  for  some  reason,  does  not.  Certainly 
planes  are  required  for  targets  beyond  the 
potential  reach  of  the  “Mighty  Mo //and  no 
man  in  his  right  mind  would  suggest  that 
other  naval  advances  be  abandoned.  The 
building  of  a  new  nuclear  flee/is  more  im¬ 
portant  than  a  return  to  techniques  that  be¬ 
gan  with  Drake  against  the  Spanish  Armada. 

Yet  in  congressional  hea/ngs  two  months 
ago.  Admiral  McDonald  t/stified  that  “every 
day  of  the  year,  Genera/ Westmoreland  asks 
for  naval  gunfire  suporort.”  The  Navy  now 
is  sending  destroyers/o  do  a  battleship’s  job. 
If  we  had  the  big/guns  off  shore,  Lyndon 
Johnson  might  e/  his  added  pressure,  for 
only  16  inches  of/scalation. 

Mr.  CANNON.  Mr.  President,  I  wish 
to  commend  the  distinguished  chairman 
of  our  committee  and  the  Military  Au¬ 
thorization  Conference  Committee  mem¬ 
bers  for  evolving  a  meaningful  and 
viable  program  satisfactroy  to  both 
Houses.  I  am  extremely  pleased  to  see 
it  the  military  pay  increase  has  been 


incorporated  so  that  the  members  of  our 
Armed  Forces  may  receive  equal  con¬ 
sideration  along  with  our  civil  servants. 
It  is  gratifying  to  see  that  the  conferees 
stipulated  that  our  uniformed  services 
personnel  should  receive  an  adjustment 
in  their  compensation  at  the  same  time 
as  one  is  provided  all  classified  Federal 
employees.  The  effective  date  of  July  1, 
1966,  the  first  day  of  the  month  in  which 
the  compensation  of  Federal  employees 
is  increased,  is  highly  commendatory 
and  brings  into  line  the  recognition 
which  our  military  members  deserve.  In 
view  of  the  enormous  sacrifices  our  serv¬ 
icemen  are  making  in  southeast  Asia, 
and  will  continue  to  make  in  support  of 
U.S.  policies,  the  Congress  can  do  no  less 
than  to  take  this  modest  step  in  recog¬ 
nizing  the  personal  and  family  needs  of 
our  men  in  uniform. 

Mr.  RUSSELL  of  Georgia.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  hope  that  the  report  will  be 
agreed  to.  I  ask  for  the  yeas  and  nays. 
The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Thq 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  conferemi 
rejWt.  The  yeas  and  nays  have  Men 
ordered,  and  the  clerk  will  call  the/roll. 

TheNegislative  clerk  called  the  poll. 

Mr.  DONG  of  Louisiana.  I  announce 
that  the  Senator  from  New  Mexico  [Mr. 
ANDERSONlXthe  Senator  frojn  Virginia 
[Mr.  Byrd],  the  Senator  from  Connects 
cut  [Mr.  DoddV the  Senator  from  Arkan¬ 
sas  [Mr.  McClellan],  the  Senator  from 
Wyoming  [Mr.  'MeGi/J] ,  'the  Senator 
from  Rhode  IslanXj/Mr.  Pastore],  the 
Senator  from  Rhod^ysland  [Mr.  Pell], 
the  Senator  from  VirsKpia  [Mr.  Robert¬ 
son],  the  Senator  from  Florida  [Mr. 
Smathers],  the/6enator  from  New  Jersey 
[Mr.  Williams],  are  necessarily  absent. 

I  also  amymnee  that  the  Senator  from 
Tennessee /Mr.  Bass],  the  Senator  from 
Pennsylvjmia  [Mr.  Clark],  theSJ3enator 
from  Alaska  [Mr.  Gruening],  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Arizona  [Mr.  Hayden A  the 
Senator  from  Missouri  [Mr.  Syming- 
toi/j  ,  are  absent  on  official  business. 

further  announce  that,  if  present  i 
/iting,  the  Senator  from  Tennessee  [MrN 
Jass],  the  Senator  from  Virginia  [Mr. 
Byrd],  the  Senator  from  Pennsylvania 
[Mr.  Clark],  the  Senator  from  Connec¬ 
ticut  [Mr.  Dodd],  the  Senator  from 
Wyoming  [Mr.  McGee],  the  Senator 
from  Rhode  Island  [Mr.  Pastore],  the 
Senator  from  Rhode  Island  [Mr.  Pell], 
the  Senator  from  Virginia  [Mr.  Robert¬ 
son],  the  Senator  from  Florida  [Mr. 
Smathers],  the  Senator  from  Missouri 
[Mr.  Symington],  and  the  Senator  from 
New  Jersey  [Mr.  Williams]  would  each 
vote  “yea.” 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  announce  that  the 
Senator  from  Michigan  [Mr.  Griffin] 
and  the  Senator  from  Wyoming  [Mr. 
Simpson]  are  necessarily  absent. 

The  Senator  from  Pennsylvania  [Mr. 
Scott]  is  absent  because  of  illness. 

If  present  and  voting,  the  Senator 
from  Michigan  [Mr.  Griffin],  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Scott],  and 
the  Senator  from  Wyoming  [Mr.  Simp¬ 
son]  would  each  vote  “yea.” 

The  result  was  announced — yeas  81, 
nays  1,  as  follows: 


[No.  133  Leg.] 
YEAS — 81 


Aiken 

Harris 

Mont/a 

Allott 

Hart 

Morton 

Bartlett 

Hartke 

Mo/ 

Bayh 

Hiclcenlooper 

Mundt 

Bennett 

Hill 

Murphy 

Bible 

Holland 

JWuskie 

Boggs 

Hruska  / 

'Nelson 

Brewster 

Inouye  / 

Neuberger 

Burdick 

Jackson  / 

Pearson 

Byrd,  W.  Va. 

Javits  / 

Prouty 

Cannon 

Jordan,  l/c. 

Proxmlre 

Carlson 

Jordan/Idaho 

Randolph 

Case 

Kennedy,  Mass.  Ribicoff 

Church 

Kennedy,  N.Y. 

Russell,  S.C. 

Cooper 

Ku/iel 

Russell,  Ga. 

Cotton 

Lawsche 

Sal  tons  tall 

Curtis 

llong,  Mo. 

Smith 

Dirksen 

/Long,  La. 

Sparkman 

Dominick 

/  Magnuson 

Stennis 

Douglas  / 

Mansfield 

Talmadge 

Eastland  / 

McCarthy 

Thurmond 

Ellender  / 

McGovern 

Tower 

Ervin  / 

McIntyre 

Tydings 

Fannin' 

Metcalf 

Williams,  Del. 

Fong/ 

Miller 

Yarborough 

Fulbnght 

Mondale 

Young,  N.  Dak. 

G/e 

Monroney 

Young,  Ohio 

NAYS— 1 
Morse 

NOT  VOTING— 18 


Anderson 

Bass 

Byrd,  Va. 
Clark 
Dodd 
Griffin 


Gruening 

Hayden 

McClellan 

McGee 

Pastore 

Pell 


Robei  tson 

Scott 

Simpson 

Smathers 

Symington 

Williams,  N.J. 


So  the  report  was  agreed  to. 

AMENDMENT  OF  THE  NATIONAL 

SCHOOL  LUNCH  ACT  TO 

STRENGTHEN  AND  EXPAND  FOOD 

SERVICE  PROGRAMS  FOR  CHIL¬ 
DREN 

The  Senate  resumed  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  (S.  3467)  to  amend  the  Na¬ 
tional  School  Lunch,  Act,  as  amended, 
to  strengthen  and  expand  food  service 
programs  for  children. 

(At  this  point,  Mr.  McIntyre  assumed 
the  chair.) 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
delighted  that  we  are  at  last  considering 
the  school  lunch  and  special  milk  pro¬ 
gram  bill. 

The  bill  adheres  very  closely  to  the 
law  that  was  enacted  by  the  Congress 
20  years  ago.  I  am  proud  to  say  that 
I  was  a  cosponsor  of  the  original  school 
lunch  bill.  In  an  effort  to  broaden  the 
nutritional  program  for  the  children  of 
the  country,  an  effort  was  made  by  the 
administration  to  attach  to .  the  school 
lunch  program  amendments  that  would 
lead  us  into  the  field  of  taking  care' of 
children  out  of  school.  After  careful 
study  of  the  administration  program, 
and  after  hearing  witnesses  on  the  sub¬ 
ject,  the  Committee  on  Agriculture  and 
Forestry  decided  to  simply  broaden  the 
school  lunch  program  and  other  feeding 
programs  relating  to  child  nutrition,  but, 
confine  them  to  in-school  programs,  and 
not  out-of-school  programs. 

That  was  one  of  the  chief  differences 
between  what  the  administration  first 
desired  and  what  the  committee  unani¬ 
mously  adopted. 

I  wish  to  emphasize  that  the  measure 
before  us  in  no  manner  changes  nor  even 
contemplates  any  changes  in  the  manner 
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that  the  national  school  lunch  program 
and  the  special  milk  program  have  been 
administered  in  the  past.  These  two 
programs  are  among  the  most  effective 
and  best  administered  programs  ever  en¬ 
acted  into  law.  They  represent  the 
highest  type  of  Federal-State  coopera¬ 
tion  which  is  seldom  achieved  but  always 
sought  after  in  legislation,  and  I  want 
them  to  remain  at  this  high  level  of 
efficiency.  Controversy  and  politics  have 
been  kept  out  of  the  operation  of  the 
school  lunch  and  school  milk  programs 
and  a  great  deal  of  good  has  been  ac¬ 
complished  with  the  small  Federal  ex¬ 
penditures  that  are  involved. 

Now  when  I  say  “small,”  Mr.  President, 
I  mean  in  proportion  to  the  full  amount 
which  is  expended  on  the  school  lunch 
program.  The  Federal  Government 
contributes  only  about  20  to  22  percent 
of  the  total  cost  of  this  program.  The 
rest  of  it  is  contributed  by  the  local  and 
State  authorities,  and  also  by  the  parents 
of  the  schoolchildren. 

As  I  have  just  indicated,  I  have  long 
been  associated  with  the  school  lunch 
program  and  I  want  it  to  remain,  as 
closely  as  possible,  to  the  way  it  is  now 
being  administered.  It  is  my  belief  that 
under  no  circumstances  should  we  add 
any  programs  relating  to  out-of -school 
lunches  or  out-of-school  breakfasts — in 
any  manner  to  be  handled  other  than 
within  the  schools. 

I  have  long  been  a  dedicated  pro¬ 
ponent  of  the  national  school  lunch  pro¬ 
gram.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  I  was  cospon¬ 
sor  of  the  original  act  in  1946.  This  is 
one  of  those  pieces  of  legislation  that 
goes  about  its  business  quietly — does  its 
job — and  we  are  very  seldom  called  upon 
to  review  or  consider  substantive 
changes.  The  last  amendments  to  the 
National  School  Lunch  Act  were  intro¬ 
duced  and  passed  in  1962. 

Twenty  years  ago  the  Congress  stated 
as  its  purpose  in  enacting  the  national 
school  lunch  program:  “as  a  measure  of 
national  security,  to  safeguard  the  health 
and  well-being  of  the  Nation’s  children 
and  to  encourage  the  domestic  consump¬ 
tion  of  agricultural  and  other  food.” 

Those  words  are  sound  today  just  as 
they  were  when  they  were  first  written. 

I  know  of  no  legislative  enactment 
that  commands  broader  support  in  the 
Congress  than  the  national  school  lunch 
program.  I  know  of  no  legislative  enact¬ 
ment  that  commands  broader  support  in 
St?te  and  local  communities  from  coast 
to  coast. 

In  recent  weeks  some  confusion  has 
arisen  as  to  the  intent  and  purpose  of 
the  administration’s  proposals  to  broaden 
the  coverage  of  the  act  and  make  it  still 
more  effective  in  providing  improved  nu¬ 
trition  for  the  children  of  this  country. 

I  want  to  assure  the  Senate  again  that 
under  the  bill  now  before  it,  the  national 
school  lunch  program  and  the  special 
milk  program,  as  we  have  known  them, 
remain  intact.  They  will  continue  to  be 
administered  and  operated  in  precisely 
the  same  form  as  they  now  are. 

But,  because  of  the  increasing  empha¬ 
sis  on  preschool  programs  run  by  the 
school  systems,  we  have  clarified  the  au¬ 
thority  of  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
to  make  these  children  eligible  for  the 


lunch  program.  This  broader  coverage 
is  the  only  aspect  of  the  basic  national 
school  lunch  program  that  has  been 
touched. 

We  have  used  the  basic  School  Lunch 
Act  on  which  to  build  several  other  ap¬ 
proaches  to  improving  the  nutrition  of 
children : 

First,  we  have  provided  authority  for 
the  special  milk  program  which  expires 
June  30,  1967,  to  be  extended  through 
fiscal  year  1970  in  essentially  the  same 
form  as  S.  2921,  introduced  by  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  Senator  from  Wisconsin  [Mr. 
Proxmire],  for  himself  and  other  Sen¬ 
ators.  Because  the  milk  program  is  es¬ 
sentially  a  nutrition  program  for  chil¬ 
dren,  we  feel  that  authority  for  its  con¬ 
tinuation  appropriately  belongs  in  this 
bill.  We  have  also  stipulated  that,  to  the 
extent  practicable,  the  Secretary  shall 
administer  the  milk  program  in  the  same 
manner  as  he  administered  it  in  fiscal 
year  1966.  This  stipulation  is  not  in¬ 
tended  to  put  the  Secretary  in  an  admin¬ 
istrative  strait  jacket,  but  it  is  intended 
to  convey  to  the  Secretary  that  the  Sen¬ 
ate  is  more  than  satisfied  with  the  way 
in  which  this  program  has  been  operated 
in  the  past,  and  to  put  the  Secretary  on 
notice  that  any  substantive  change 
would  be  most  undesirable. 

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT  AGREEMENT 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  there  be  a 
limitation  of  20  minutes  on  the  Ribicoff 
amendment  when  it  is  placed  before  the 
Senate — 10  minutes  under  the  control 
of  the  chairman  of  the  committee,  10 
minutes  under  the  control  of  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Connecticut  [Mr.  Ribicoff], 
This  has  been  -cleared,  as  far  as  I  know. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Louisiana  yield  at  that 
point? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr.  Rus¬ 
sell  of  South  Carolina  in  the  chair) . 
Does  the  Senator  from  Louisiana  yield 
to  the  Senator  from  Wisconsin? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  am  happy  to  yield 
to  the  Senator  from  Wisconsin. 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  I  want  to  thank  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  Louisiana 
for  his  reference  to  S.  2921  and  to  say 
that  I  am  grateful  to  him,  to  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Vermont  [Mr.  Aiken],  to  the 
Senator  from  Florida  [Mr.  Holland], 
and  to  the  other  members  of  the  com¬ 
mittee  for  having  incorporated  S.  2921 
into  the  bill.  (v) 

Section  13  on  page  12  achieves  virtually 
everything  which  the  67  cosponsors  of 
the  school  milk  bill  which  I  introduced 
wanted  to  achieve.  It  does  it  in  almost 
precisely  the  same  way  we  wanted  it — 
that  is,  at  the  $110  million  in  1967,  $115 
million  in  1968,  and  $120  million  there¬ 
from  level. 

I  want  to  reaffirm  what  I  think  other 
Senators  strongly  feel;  namely,  that  the 
Committee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry 
was  wise  in  doing  its  best  to  maintain 
the  program  in  the  same  way  it  has  in 
the  past,  and  not  to  have  a  program  for 
the  needy  or  a  welfare  program  but  a 
program  for  all  the  children  of  America. 
I  think  it  is  a  program  which  will  reach 
the  needy  much  more  effectively  and  on  a 


much  more  widespread  basis  than  if  we 
had  concentrated  on  a  means  test,  as 
had  been  proposed.  This  is  a  fine  bill. 
It  saves  k  school  milk  program  that 
would  otherwise  have  suffered  an  80-per¬ 
cent  reduction. 

Again,  I  thank  the  Senator  from  Loui¬ 
siana  and  congratulate  him  and  express 
my  gratitude  to  him. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  Louisiana  yield? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  am  happy  to  yield 
to  the  Senator  from  Vermont. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  appreciate  what  the 
Senator  from  Louisiana,  my  chairman, 
has  just  said.  I  agree  that  it  is  the  in¬ 
tent  of  the  committee  that  the  Secretary 
shall  administer  the  school  lunch  pro¬ 
gram  and  the  school  milk  program  just 
as  he  has  been  administering  them  in  the 
past,  although,  as  the  Senator  from 
Louisiana  said,  we  are  not  putting  it  in  a 
straitjacket.  We  realize  that,  under  ex¬ 
isting  law,  there  can  be  variations.  But, 
one  thing  which  the  committee  insisted 
upon  was  that  the  school  milk  program 
and  the  school  lunch  program  must  not 
be  incorporated  as  part  of  the  poverty 
program.  If  there  are  proposals  to  have 
lunches,  snacks,  or  anything  like  that  in 
the  programs  set  up  under  the  poverty 
law,  they  should  be  provided  for  by  an 
amendment  to  that  law  and  not  to  the 
school  lunch  program. 

I  am  sure  the  Senator  from  Louisiana 
will  agree  it  is  not  our  purpose  that  any 
of  the  money  authorized  to  be  appropri¬ 
ated  in  this  bill  would  be  used  for  any 
part  of  the  poverty  program. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  The  Senator  is  ex¬ 
actly  correct. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  These  programs  have 
worked. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Yes. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  The  poverty  program, 
however,  is  far  from  being  a  workable 
operation  up  until  now.  Perhaps  it  will 
be  in  the  future.  We  have  been  able  to 
get  a  few  approvals  of  Vermont  projects 
through  in  the  last  few  days,  but  they 
have  been  very  slow  in  coming  and  they 
are  finding  it  very,  very  difficult  to  find 
administrative  personnel  to  operate  the 
program. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  The  Senator  is  cor¬ 
rect  in  saying  that  the  committee  was 
not  in  favor,  in  any  manner,  of  connect¬ 
ing  this  program  with  the  poverty  pro¬ 
gram.  \ 

Mr.  AIKEN.  That  is  right. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  The  school  lunch 
program  has  been  a  great  success.  The 
reason  for  it  is  that  there  has  been  com¬ 
plete  cooperation  between  the  Federal 
Government  and  the  local  government, 
as  well  as  the  recipients  of  this  great 
program.  It  has  not  been  necessary  to 
tinker  with  the  bill  very  much  over  a 
period  of  20  years.  It  has  worked  very 
well.  I  attribute  that  to  the  fact  that 
the  local  people  took  a  great  interest  in 
the  program  and  they  are  really  respon¬ 
sible  for  the  excellent  manner  in  which 
it  has  been  administered. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  believe  it  was  the 
unanimous  consensus  of  the  Agriculture 
committee  that  we  should  not  jeopardize 
programs  which  have  worked  for  the 
purpose  of  bolstering  programs  which  so 
far  have  not  worked  satisfactorily.  I 
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hope  that  the  projects  under  the  poverty 
program  will  work,  but  until  they  do 
work  satisfactorily  I  do  not  think  we 
should  involve  the  school  lunch  program 
with  them.  They  should  first  show 
their  capabilities  of  being  effective,  and 
even  then  I  think  they  should  be  kept 
separate. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  The  Senator  will 
also  recall,  I  am  sure,  that  the  Commit¬ 
tee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry  was 
adamant  in  providing  that  the  school 
lunches  and  school  breakfasts  must  be 
served  in  the  schools  and  not  off  the 
premises. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  That  is  true. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  The  Senator  will  re¬ 
member  the  efforts  which  were  made  to 
Include  provision  to  feed  children  off 
school  premises  and  that  we  objected  to 
that.  This  additional  school  breakfast 
program  which  we  are  providing  for  here, 
which  is  more  or  less  a  pilot  program, 
will  be  administered  in  the  schools  in 
much  the  same  manner  as  the  original 
school  lunch  program. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Yes,  the  special  milk 
program  applies  to  summer  camps. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  It  does. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  And  to  nonprofit  camps 
and  to  other  programs  into  which  the 
school  lunch  programs  do  not  fit. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  That  is  right. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  However,  I  suppose  we 
could — and  maybe  we  will  some  day — 
undertake  to  give  these  children  three 
meals  a  day  in  their  own  homes  the  year 
round. 

Maybe  we  should.  Certainly,  I  am  in 
favor  of  their  having  enough  to  eat  so 
they  can  grow  up  healthy. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  May  I  say  to  the 
Senator  from  Vermont  that  we  have  two 
agencies  of  Government  that  are  at¬ 
tempting  to  assist  in  feeding  children  off 
the  school  premises.  They  are  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Health,  Education,  and  Wel¬ 
fare,  and  the  economic  opportunity  pro¬ 
gram  of  Mr.  Shriver.  I  understand  those 
programs  are  working  pretty  well. 

I  wish  to  emphasize  that  our  commit¬ 
tee  was  adamant  in  not  wanting  to  dis¬ 
turb  the  school  lunch  program  as  we 
understand  it  and  as  it  has  been  operated 
for  the  past  20  years. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  The  Senator  is  correct. 
I  would  be  in  favor  of  giving  lunches  in 
the  Headstart  program  to  youngsters 
who  needed  them,  but  I  would  not  be  in 
favor  of  charging  them  to  the  school 
lunch  program  or  authorizing  an  ap¬ 
propriation  for  them  to  be  charged  to 
the  school  lunch  program. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  There  is  a  matter 
of  administration. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  There  is  a  great  differ¬ 
ence  in  the  administration. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  That  is  what  con¬ 
cerned  our  committee.  The  school  lunch 
program  has  been  ably  administered 
through  the  cooperative  effort  of  the 
Federal  Government  and  the  local  people 
as  well  as  the  local  governments. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  for  a  question? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  yield. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Am  I  correct  in  my 
understanding  from  what  the  Senator 
from  Louisiana  has  thus  far  said  that 
under  the  school  lunch  program  the 


local  officials,  including  in  some  in¬ 
stances  the  parents,  pay  75  percent  of 
the  cost  and  the  Federal  Government  25 
percent? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  That  is  about  cor¬ 
rect. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  The  program  as  it  has 
been  administered  for  the  last  two 
decades  or  more  has  been  confined  to 
the  provision  of  lunches  for  school? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Yes. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  A  new  thought  has 
arisen  that,  in  addition  to  lunches  in 
school,  the  Federal  Government  should 
provide  lunch  in  the  home? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Outside  of  school, 
yes. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  If,  under  this  pro¬ 
gram,  we  begin  providing  lunches  for 
children  in  the  homes,  as  distinguished 
from  children  in  the  schools,  what  is 
likely  to  become  of  the  willingness  of 
the  local  boards  and  families  to  pay  75 
percent  of  the  cost? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Of  course,  they  will 
want  Uncle  Sam  to  pay  the  whole 
amount.  I  doubt  if  we  would  get  the 
cooperation  that  is  now  in  evidence  un¬ 
der  the  school  lunch  program.  There 
is  no  doubt  in  my  mind  that  we  would 
probably  destroy  the  school  lunch  pro¬ 
gram  as  we  now  know  it. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  In  other  words,  the 
75  percent  is  now  willingly  paid  to  fi¬ 
nance  the  whole  program,  but  if  we  begin 
providing  lunches  for  children  in  then- 
homes,  we  will  probably  destroy  the  prin¬ 
ciple  of  the  75-25-percent  basis.  Is  that 
correct? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  That  was  the  opin¬ 
ion  of  the  committee.  That  is  why  we 
reported  the  bill  as  we  did,  making  it  a 
strictly  in-school  program,  but  added  to 
it,  as  I  shall  point  out  later  in  my  re¬ 
marks,  a  pilot  breakfast  program  which 
shall  be  operated  on  the  same  basis  as 
the  school  lunch  program. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  I  thank  the  Senator 
for  yielding. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Second,  we  have 
provided  a  2-year  pilot  school  breakfast 
program  for  children  from  low-income 
families  and  for  children  who  must 
travel  long  distances  to  school.  In  urban 
areas  there  are  thousands  of  children  in 
low-income  families  where  the  mother 
must  leave  for  work  before  the  children 
leave  for  school.  It  is  difficult  in  these 
circumstances  to  have  an  organized, 
orderly  family  breakfast.  InTural  areas, 
many  childi-en  travel  an  hour  or  more  by 
bus  and  then  have  to  wait  around  for 
school,  to  begin.  Even  if  these  children 
have  had  a  good  breakfast  at  home,  it  is 
still  a  long  time  until  lunch.  In  both 
cases,  the  attention  span  and  conduct 
of  the  child  are  adversely  affected. 

The  State  educational  agency  will  se¬ 
lect  the  schools  for  participation  in  the 
breakfast  program.  The  Federal  funds 
provided  will  be  used  to  help  meet  the 
food  costs  of  a  breakfast  served  to  needy 
children.  Where  a  program  is  in  opera¬ 
tion,  all  children  may  participate.  Those 
who  can  afford  to  pay,  will  pay.  It  is  our 
hope  that  even  the  needy  children  will 
pay  a  token  price  for  the  breakfast.  As 
in  the  case  of  the  lunch  program  State 
and  local  sources  will  need  to  pay  for  a 
part  of  the  total  program  costs. 


Third,  although  there  is  at  present  au¬ 
thority  for  nonfood  assistance  in  the  Na¬ 
tional  School  Lunch  Act,  this  section  of 
the  act  has  not  been  funded  for  many 
years.  The  language  of  this  section  does 
not  lend  itself  to  concentrating  Federal 
funds  on  providing  equipment  only  to 
those  schools  than  can  demonstrate  a 
lack  of  local  resources  to  provide  such 
equipment.  For  this  reason,  we  have 
provided  a  new  approach  whereby 
schools  drawing  attendance  from  areas 
in  which  poor  economic  conditions  exist 
may  apply  for  equipment  assistance  to 
the  State  educational  agency.  Accom¬ 
panying  such  a  request  must  be  a  justi¬ 
fication  of  a  need  for  such  assistance 
and  a  detailed  description  as  to  the  fa¬ 
cilities  to  be  acquired  and  plans  for  their 
use  in  improving  nutrition  for  attending 
children.  Payments  of  Federal  funds  to 
the  States  for  this  program  are  to  be 
made  on  condition  that  State  and  local 
sources  will  bear  one-fourth  the  cost  of 
such  equipment. 

Fourth,  for  20  years,  State  educational 
agencies  have  administered  the  national 
school  lunch  program  without  Federal 
funds  to  help  defray  their  costs  of  ad¬ 
ministration.  We  recognize  that  these 
agencies  will  have  difficulty  in  obtaining 
sufficient  additional  funds  to  enable  them 
to  undertake  the  additional  responsibili¬ 
ties  required  of  them  by  the  bill  and  by 
section  11  of  the  act.  Section  11  of  the 
existing  National  School  Lunch  Act, 
which  provides  for  special  assistance  to 
particularly  needy  schools,  requires  a 
careful  analysis  of  the  economic  situa¬ 
tion  in  the  area  from  which  each  school 
wishing  to  participate  draws  its  attend¬ 
ance.  These  schools  will  also  require 
more  time  and  attention  in  terms  of 
technical  assistance  to  initiate  and 
maintain  an  effective  lunch  program. 
This  will  be  equally  true  in  the  case  of 
the  proposed  breakfast  program  and 
most  certainly  the  provision  for  equip¬ 
ment  will  require  detailed  and  expert 
attention  from  the  State  educational 
agency.  It  is  for  these  reasons  that  we 
have  authorized  the  appropriation  of 
funds  to  these  agencies  in  the  adminis¬ 
tration  of  special  assistance,  school 
breakfast  and  nonfood  assistance  ac¬ 
tivities. 

The  whole  purpose  of  these  amend¬ 
ments  to  the  National  School  Lunch  Act 
is  to  strengthen  our  national  effort  to 
improve  nutrition  among  children. 
There  is  no  question  but  that  additional 
authority  and  funds  are  needed  for  this 
purpose.  There  is  also  no  doubt  that  the 
U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture  is  the 
one  ageficy  in  the  Federal  Government 
best  qualified  to  administer  this  national 
effort.  During  the  past  several  years, 
other  agencies  have  moved  into  the  child 
nutrition  field  using  their  own  funds  and 
authority.  We  do  not  doubt  that  they 
moved  to  fill  a  need  that  the  Departmen? 
of  Agriculture  was  not  in  a  position  to 
meet.  With  this  legislation  we  want  to 
make  it  abundantly  clear  that  the  ad¬ 
ministration  of  school  food  service  pro¬ 
grams  is  to  be  centralized  in  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture. 

That  Department  has  the  established 
lines  of  administration  and  communica¬ 
tion  through  State  educational  agencies 
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and  local  school  authorities.  The  na¬ 
tional  school  lunch  program  has  long 
been  cited  as  one  of  the  best  examples  in 
the  Nation  of  Federal-State-local  coop¬ 
eration.  At  every  step  of  the  way — from 
the  Department  to  the  State  educational 
agency  to  the  local  school  lunch  man¬ 
ager — each  person  involved  knows  exact¬ 
ly  what  is  required  of  him.  The  nu¬ 
tritional  requirements  that  must  be  met 
under  the  type  A  lunch  as  a  condition 
of  receiving  Federal  support  are  known, 
understood  and  accepted  as  in  the  best 
interest  of  the  children  served.  The  De¬ 
partment  of  Agriculture,  the  States  and 
the  school  districts  have  long  made  use 
of  the  workshop  technique  to  exchange 
ideas  and  to  train  those  managing  and 
operating  what  is  in  effect  a  multitude 
of  small  businesses  in  schools  throughout 
the  country  that  must  serve  attractive, 
nutritious  meals  on  a  limited  budget  and 
on  a  nonprofit  basis. 

The  entry  of  other  agencies  with  their 
own  regulations  and  approaches  can  only 
confuse  what  should  be  a  coherent,  co¬ 
ordinated  effort  to  improve  nutrition 
among  our  schoolchildren. 

The  national  school  lunch  program  has 
a  number  of  features  that  have  stood 
the  test  of  time,  and  therefore  must  be 
preserved,  and  as  a  matter  of  fact  are 
preserved  under  this  bill. 

First,  responsibility  for  program  ad¬ 
ministration  is  placed  in  State  educa¬ 
tional  agencies.  They  select  schools  for 
participation,  take  agreements  with  par¬ 
ticipating  schools,  pay  reimbursement 
claims  from  funds  advanced  to  the  States 
by  the  Department  of  Agriculture  and 
supervise  operations  in  the  local  schools 
within  the  policies  and  regulations  estab¬ 
lished  by  the  Department  of  Agriculture. 
When  the  State  educational  agency  is 
not  permitted  by  law  to  disburse  funds 
to  private  schools,  the  U.S.  Department  of 
Agriculture  undertakes  to  do  so  directly. 

Second,  the  act  contains  a  specific 
formula  for  the  apportionment  of  appro¬ 
priated  funds  among  the  States  for  the 
regular  school  lunch  program.  The  act 
also  contains  a  specific  formula  under 
section  11  for  the  disbursement  of  funds 
among  the  States  to  provide  for  par¬ 
ticularly  needy  schools. 

Third,  the  act  provides  authority  for 
the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to  establish 
nutritional  standards  based  on  tested 
nutritional  research.  These  standards 
have  resulted  in  the  widely  known  type 
A  lunch  that  includes  a  half  pint  of  milk, 
fruits  and  vegetables,  bread  and  butter 
or  fortified  margarine.  This  lunch  will 
meet  one-third  to  one-half  a  child’s  daily 
nutritional  requirements.  Within  this 
pattern,  the  local  school  is  free  to  serve 
any  kind  of  food  it  wishes. 

Fourth,  the  act  contains  a  requirement 
that  lunches  be  served  free  or  at  a  re¬ 
duced  price  to  children  who  cannot  af¬ 
ford  the  full  price  of  a  lunch.  The 
national  school  lunch  program  was  never 
intended  to  be  a  free  lunch  program.  In 
most  situations  where  the  proportion  of 
needy  children  in  a  school  is  relatively 
low,  the  cost  of  reduced  price  or  free 
lunches  can  readily  be  met  by  local  re¬ 
sources.  In  many  schools  in  low-income 
districts,  however,  this  is  simply  not 
possible.  It  was  in  recognition  of  this 


simple  fact  of  life  that  Congress  ap¬ 
proved  section  11  in  1962.  This  section 
provides  for  special  assistance  to  schools 
drawing  attendance  from  particularly 
needy  areas. 

Section  11  was  funded  for  the  first 
time  in  fiscal  year  1966.  The  Congress 
approved  the  sum  of  $2  million  for  a 
series  of  demonstration  projects.  The 
results  of  those  projects  are  described  on 
page  7  of  the  committee  report. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  that  the  portion  of  the  report  to 
which  I  have  referred  be  printed  in  the 
Record  at  this  point. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  excerpt 
from  the  report  (No.  1360)  was  ordered 
to  be  printed  in  the  Record,  as  follows: 

A  total  of  831  schools  in  all  50  States  and 
the  District  of  Columbia  participated  in  the 
projects.  The  number  of  children  enrolled 
in  these  schools  totaled  325,000.  Nearly 
137,000  children,  or  more  than  60  percent  of 
the  total  enrollment,  participated  on  a  daily 
basis. 

Eighty-two  schools  operated  lunch  pro¬ 
grams  for  the  first  time.  Some  two-thirds 
of  the  children  enrolled  in  these  schools  par¬ 
ticipated  in  the  lunch  program.  Although 
complete  data  are  not  available  for  every 
project,  preliminary  indications  are  that  over 
50,000  needy  children  received  lunches  at 
school  for  the  first  time. 

In  North  Carolina,  six  schools  participated 
in  the  demonstration  project.  Prior  to  the 
new  program,  less  than  one-third  of  the  total 
enrollment  of  6,400  children  were  participat¬ 
ing  in  the  lunch  program.  As  a  result  of  the 
additional  assistance  provided  the  student 
participation  increased  from  2,060  to  nearly 
5,000. 

In  California,  20  schools  were  approved  for 
special  assistance  with  an  average  daily  at¬ 
tendance  of  13,840  children.  Here,  the  In¬ 
crease  in  participation  as  a  result  a  reducing 
the  lunch  price  from  30  cents  to  20  cents, 
was  65  percent.  In  addition,  there  was  a 
decrease  in  the  number  of  lunches  previously 
served  free  because  more  children  could  af¬ 
ford  to  pay  the  lower  price  for  the  lunch. 

In  Pennsylvania,  25  urban  and  rural 
schools  with  an  enrollment  of  9,000  children 
were  approved  as  demonstration  projects. 
Lunch  prices  were  reduced  from  an  average 
of  31.7  cents  to  15.7  cents  in  these  schools. 
As  a  result,  the  level  of  program  participa¬ 
tion  increased  by  one-third  and  the  number 
of  free  lunches  provided  more  than  doubled. 

In  Georgia,  20  needy  schools  were  approved 
as  demonstration  projects.  Lunch  prices 
were  substantially  lowered  because  of  the  ad¬ 
ditional  funds  provided  and  the  level  of  par¬ 
ticipation  increased  from  63  percent  of  en¬ 
rollment  to  84  percent. 

In  Tennessee,  it  was  possible  to  initiate  a 
lunch  program  for  the  first  time  in  16  schools 
which  had  previously  been  unable  to  finance 
a  lunch  program.  With  the  special  assist¬ 
ance  funds  it  was  possible  to  establish  lunch 
prices  in  these  16  programs  at  10  to  16  cents 
with  the  result  that  nearly  90  percent  of  the 
1,300  children  in  these  schools  were  able  to 
receive  a  lunch  at  school  for  the  first  time. 

In  order  to  assist  the  States  to  meet  their 
added  supervisory  functions  in  administer, 
ing  section  11,  the  bill  authorizes  appropria¬ 
tions  for  advances  to  States  where  necessary 
for  that  purpose. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  In  my  own  State  the 
State  department  of  education  approved 
13  schools  with  a  total  average  daily  at¬ 
tendance  of  13,302  students  as  demon¬ 
stration  projects  eligible  for  section  11 
funds.  As  a  result  of  the  additional  as¬ 
sistance,  lunch  prices  in  these  schools 
dropped  from  an  ayerage  of  16.6  cents  to 
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an  average  of  8.2  cents;  and  student 
participation  increased  40  percent,  from 
6,384  to  8,912.  Prior  to  the  demonstra¬ 
tion  projects,  participation  in  the  13 
schools  was  48  percent.  With  the  addi¬ 
tional  assistance  they  were  able  to  in¬ 
crease  participation  in  the  school  lunch 
program  to  67.4  percent.  The  new  low 
price  made  it  possible  for  more  children 
to  pay  their  way  and  the  free  lunches 
dropped  significantly.  But  most  impor¬ 
tant,  teachers  report  that  the  additional 
children  that  now  receive  the  lunch  are 
physically  improved,  more  alert,  and 
more  responsive  in  class. 

In  describing  the  bill  now  before  us, 
I  have  spent  some  time  discussing  the  ex¬ 
isting  school  lunch  program,  and  the 
successful  results  that  have  been  ob¬ 
tained  under  it.  My  purpose  is  to  show 
the  background  for  the  present  bill,  and 
illustrate  the  successful  administrative 
organization  that  would  be  used  to  carry 
it  out.  In  order  that  there  may  be  a 
clear  understanding  as  to  exactly  what 
the  bill  does,  I  shall  summarize  its  pro¬ 
visions  at  this  time. 

First,  the  bill  makes  absolutely  no 
change  in  the  school  lunch  program  or 
special  milk  program,  but  requires  that 
each  of  those  programs  be  carried  on  in 
the  same  manner  as  the  past.  The  au¬ 
thority  for  the  special  milk  program 
would  be  extended  through  fiscal  1970. 

Second,  Federal  assistance  to  school 
feeding  programs  would  be  centered  in 
the  Department  of  Agriculture. 

Third,  the  authority  of  the  Secretary 
to  extend  school  feeding  programs  to 
include  preschool  programs  conducted  as 
part  of  the  school  system  would  be  af¬ 
firmed. 

Fourth,  two  new  programs  would  be 
authorized,  namely,  a  2-year  pilot  break¬ 
fast  program,  and  a  permanent  nonfood 
assistance  program. 

Fifth,  an  appropriation  would  be  au¬ 
thorized  to  provide  assistance  where  nec¬ 
essary  to  enable  States  to  meet  their  ad¬ 
ditional  administrative  expenses  in¬ 
curred  as  a  result  of  the  additional  duties 
imposed  by  the  bill  and  section  1 1  of  the 
act. 

Separate  appropriations  are  author¬ 
ized  for  each  of  the  two  new  programs, 
for  assistance  to  States  for  administra¬ 
tive  expenses,  for  the  school  lunch  pro¬ 
gram,  and  for  the  special  milk  program. 
It  was  the  intention  of  the  committee 
that  each  of  these  programs  should  stand 
on  its  own  base,  and  that  neither  of  the 
existing  programs  should  be  affected  by 
the  addition  of  the  new  programs. 

A  detailed  explanation  of  the  provisions 
of  the  bill  appears  on  pages  11  through 
15  of  the  committee  report.  I  ask  unan¬ 
imous  consent  that  those  pages  of  the 
report  (No.  1360)  be  printed  in  the  Rec¬ 
ord  at  this  point. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  excerpt 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

VI.  Section-by-Section  Explanation 

SECTION  1 - TECHNICAL  AMENDMENTS 

Section  1(A)  keeps  the  appropriation 
authorization  for  the  national  school  lunch 
program  separate  from  those  for  the  new 
programs  provided  by  the  bill. 

Section  1(B)  excludes  funds  appropriated 
for  the  new  programs  from  section  6  of  the 
National  School  Lunch  Act,  which  provides 
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that  part  of  the  funds  may  be  used  for 
Department  administrative  expenses  and 
part  may  be  used  for  direct  food  purchases. 

Section  1(C)  defines  “nonprofit  institu¬ 
tion”  as  an  institution,  other  than  a  school, 
which  provides  for  the  care  and  training  of 
children  and  no  part  of  the  net  earnings  of 
which  inures  to  the  benefit  of  any  private 
shareholder  or  individual. 

Section  1(D)  adds  new  sections  13  through 
25  to  the  National  School  Lunch  Act.  The 
new  sections  are  as  follows: 

Section  13 — Special  Milk. 

Section  14 — School  Breakfast. 

Section  15— Nonfood  Assistance. 

Section  16  through  25 — General  Provisions. 

NEW  SECTION  13 - SPECIAL  MILK  PROGRAM 

New  section  13,  which  provides  for  the 
special  milk  program  is  identical  to  section  2 
of  the  act  of  July  1,  1958,  the  current  author¬ 
ity  for  the  special  milk  program,  except  (1) 
the  current  authority  runs  only  through 
June  30,  1967,  while  the  new  authority  runs 
through  fiscal  1970;  (2)  appropriations  would 
be  limited  to  not  more  than  $110  million  for 
the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1967;  not  more 
than  $115  million  for  the  fiscal  year  ending 
June  30,  1968;  and  not  more  than  $120  mil¬ 
lion  for  each  of  the  2  succeeding  fiscal  years; 
and  (3)  new  section  13  requires  the  Secre¬ 
tary  to  administer  the  program  in  the  same 
manner  as  in  the  past.  This  last  change 
was  considered  necessary  to  make  clear  the 
intention  of  Congress  that  the  course  of  the 
program  is  not  to  be  changed.  The  language 
of  the  existing  law  provides  the  Secretary 
with  very  broad  authority  as  to  the  manner 
in  which  the  program  is  to  be  conducted. 
He  might  administer  it  in  the  same  general 
manner  as  in  the  past;  or  he  could  place 
much  greater  emphasis  on  assistance  to 
schools  in  low-income  areas,  schools  without 
school  lunch  programs,  or  otherwise  change 
the  course  of  the  program.  The  change 
described  in  item  (3)  above  would  require 
the  Secretary  to  administer  the  program  inso¬ 
far  as  practicable  in  the  same  manner  as 
in  the  past.  Since  the  new  authority  would 
be  part  of  the  National  School  Lunch  Act, 
the  general  provisions  of  that  act  would  be 
applicable. 

NEW  SECTION  14 - PILOT  BREAKFAST  PROGRAM 

New  section  14  provides  for  a  pilot  school 
breakfast  program  for  fiscal  years  1967  and 
1968.  J 

Subsection  (a)  authorizes  appropriations 
for  such  program  in  schools  serving  chil¬ 
dren  from  low-income  areas  and  in  schools 
drawing  attendance  from  children  who  have 
to  travel  long  distances.  The  appropriation 
for  fiscal  1967  could  not  exceed  $7.5  mil¬ 
lion.  The  appropriation  for  fiscal  1968  could 
not  exceed  $10  million. 

Subsections  (b)  and  (c)  provide  for  ap¬ 
portionment  to  States.  Three  percent  would 
be  apportioned  to  Guam,  the  Virgin  Is¬ 
lands,  Puerto  Rico,  and  American  Samoa,  on 
the  basis  of  the  number  of  children  ages 
5  through  17.  From  the  balance  the  other 
States  would  each  receive,  first,  a  basic  grant 
of  about  $49,000  (a  total  of  $2,500,000  equally 
divided)  and,  second,  additional  funds  on 
the  basis  of  need  as  indicated  by  the  num¬ 
ber  of  children  in  the  State,  ages  5  through 
17,  in  families  with  income  of  less  than 
$2,000  plus  children,  ages  5  through  17,  in 
families  with  incomes  of  more  than  $2,000 
per  annum  from  payments  under  the  pro¬ 
gram  for  aid  to  families  with  dependent 
children. 

Subsection  (d)  requires  States  to  dis¬ 
burse  funds  to  schools  found  eligible  by 
the  State  educational  agency  at  rates  per 
meal  that  will  be  established  by  the  Sec¬ 
retary.  These  funds  are  to  be  spent  only 
for  food  for  needy  children. 

Subsection  (e)  provides  that  in  instances 
of  severe  need,  the  Secretary  may  authorize 
assistance  up  to  90  percent  of  the  operating 


cost  of  a  breakfast  program,  including  the 
cost  of  obtaining,  perparing  and  serving 
food.  In  these  schools  Federal  funds  could 
be  disbursed  in  amounts  in  excess  of  the 
per  meal  rates  described  in  subsection  (d) 
and  could  be  used  to  cover  costs  of  prepara¬ 
tion  and  serving  in  addition  to  the  cost  of 
the  food  itself.  Assistance  under  subsection 
(e)  would  be  given  only  if  the  applicant 
school  showed  the  need  for  such  assistance. 

Subsection  (f)  requires  meals  served  un¬ 
der  this  section  to  meet  nutritional  require¬ 
ments  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  on  the 
basis  of  tested  nutritional  research  and  to 
be  served  free  or  at  reduced  cost  only  to 
those  children  found,  by  local  school  au¬ 
thorities,  to  be  unable  to  pay  the  full  cost. 
This  is  generally  similar  to  the  requirement 
contained  in  the  existing  National  School 
Lunch  Act. 

Subsection  (g)  provides  that  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture  will  administer  the  pro¬ 
gram  in  nonprofit  private  schools  in  those 
States  whose  educational  agency  is  forbidden, 
by  law,  to  disburse  funds  to  other  than  pub¬ 
lic  schools.  This  is  similar  to  the  method 
followed  under  the  National  School  Lunch 
Act. 

NEW  SECTION  15 - NONFOOD  ASSISTANCE 

PROGRAM 

New  section  15  provides  for  a  permanent 
nonfood  assistance  program  in  schools  draw¬ 
ing  attendance  from  poor  economic  areas. 

Subsection  (a)  authorizes  appropriations 
to  assist  States  in  helping  such  schools  ac¬ 
quire  facilities,  other  than  land  and  build¬ 
ings,  for  the  storage,  preparation,  transpor¬ 
tation,  and  serving  of  food. 

Subsection  (b)  provides  that  funds  shall 
be  apportioned  among  the  States  on  the 
same  basis  as  school  lunch  funds  under  sec¬ 
tion  4.  Payments  to  States  are  made  on  con¬ 
dition  that  one-fourth  of  the  cost  of  any 
facilities  financed  shall  be  borne  by  State  or 
local  funds. 

Subsection  (c)  permits  the  State  educa¬ 
tional  agency  to  disburse  funds  to  eligible 
schools  by  advance  or  by  reimbursement  only 
on  request  fjrom  the  school,  accompanied  by 
a  detailed  description  of  the  facilities  to  be 
acquired  and  plans  for  their  use  to  improve 
the  nutritional  needs  of  the  children  in  the 
school.  Applicant  schools  would  have  to 
show  the  need  for  such  assistance  and  the 
inability  of  local  tax  sources  to  finance  the 
facilities. 

Subsection  (d)  requires  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  to  administer  the  program  in 
nonprofit  private  schools  in  those  States 
where  the  State  educational  agency  is  not 
permitted,  by  law,  to  disburse  funds  to  other 
than  public  schools. 

NEW  SECTION  16 - PAYMENTS  TO  STATES 

New  section  16  provides  that  the  Secre¬ 
tary  shall  certify  to  the  Secretary  of  Treasury 
payments  to  be  made  to  any  State  under  the 
new  provisions  and  the  Secretary  of  Treasury 
shall  make  the  payment.  This  is  the  same 
procedure  currently  used  under  the  national 
school  lunch  program. 

NEW  SECTION  17 - STATE  ADMINISTRATIVE 

EXPENSES 

New  section  17  authorizes  the  appropria¬ 
tion  of  funds  needed  to  assist  State  educa¬ 
tional  agencies  in  the  administrtaion  of  ad¬ 
ditional  activities  undertaken  under  sections 
11,  14,  and  15  (the  existing  provision  for 
special  school  lunch  assitance  in  low-income 
areas,  and  the  new  provisions  for  school 
breakfasts  and  nonfood  assistance) . 

NEW  SECTION  18 - UTILIZATION  OF  FOODS 

New  section  18  requires  schools  participat¬ 
ing  in  the  breakfast  program  to  use  to  the 
extent  practicable  foods  designated  by  the 
Secretary  as  being  in  abundance,  and  to 
receive  foods  donated  by  the  Department  of 
Agriculture. 


NEW  SECTION  19 - NONPROFIT  PROGRAMS 

New  section  19  requires  all  food  and  milk 
service  programs  receiving  assistance  under 
the  act  to  be  operated  on  a  nonprofit  basis. 
This  is  similar  to  the  requirement  under  the 
National  School  Lunch  Act. 

NEW  SECTION  20 - STATISTICAL  DATA 

New  section  20  provides  that  information 
on  numbers  of  children,  ages  5  through  17, 
and  on  per  capita  income  shall  be  made 
available  by  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  and, 
unless  otherwise  specified,  shall  be  the  latest 
available.  Data  on  the  numbers  of  children, 
ages  5  through  17,  in  families  with  incomes 
of  more  than  $2,000  per  annum  from  pay¬ 
ments  under  the  Department  of  Health,  Edu¬ 
cation,  and  Welfare’s  program  of  aid  to  fam¬ 
ilies  with  dependent  children  shall  be  pro¬ 
vided  by  that  Department. 

NEW  SECTION  21 - REGULATIONS 

New  section  21  authorizes  regulations. 

NEW  SECTION  22 - PROHIBITIONS 

New  section  22  prohibits — 

(a)  The  Secretary  and  the  States  from  im¬ 
posing  any  requirements  with  respect  to 
teaching  personnel,  curriculum,  or  materials 
of  instruction  in  carrying  out  the  special 
milk  or  other  programs  added  to  the  Na¬ 
tional  School  Lunch  Act.  A  similar  provi¬ 
sion  now  applies  to  the  national  school  lunch 
program. 

(b)  The  value  of  assistance  to  children 
under  the  National  School  Lunch  Act  from 
being  considered  as  income  or  resources  for 
purposes  of  other  programs. 

(c)  State  and  local  expenditures  for  food 
programs  for  children  from  being  reduced 
as  a  result  of  funds  received  under  the  Na¬ 
tional  School  Lunch  Act. 

NEW  SECTION  23 - PRESCHOOL  PROGRAMS 

New  section  23  authorizes  the  Secretary  to 
extend  the  benefits  of  school  feeding  pro¬ 
grams  under  the  act  to  preschool  programs 
operated  as  part  of  the  school  system. 

NEW  SECTION  24 - CENTRALIZATION  OF 

ADMINISTRATION 

New  section  24  would  centralize  in  the 
Department  of  Agriculture  the  administra¬ 
tion  of  all  Federal  programs  to  provide  as¬ 
sistance  to  school  food  service  programs.  To 
the  extent  practicable  other  Federal  agencies 
would  be  required  to  transfer  to  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture  any  funds  to  be  used 
for  such  assistance.  The  purpose  of  the 
Committee  is  that  Federal  assistance  not  be 
dissipated  by  being  divided  among  various 
agencies  and  administered  under  varying 
regulations  through  varying  local  agencies. 

In  view  of  the  proliferation  of  child  feed¬ 
ing  programs  in  schools,  sponsored  and 
financed  by  several  agencies  of  the  Federal 
Government,  under  varying  regulations  and 
standards,  it  seems  time  to  express  the  in¬ 
tent  of  Congress  that  these  programs  be 
brought  under  the  supervision  of  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Agriculture.  It  would  be  dif¬ 
ficult  to  find  a  program  that  has  been  oper¬ 
ated  more  effectively  and  efficiently  or  to 
the  greater  benefit  of  children  than  the  na¬ 
tional  school  lunch  program.  The  thou¬ 
sands  of  schools  throughout  the  country 
that  participate  in  this  program  know  pre¬ 
cisely  what  is  required  of  them.  The  lines 
of  administration  and  communication  are 
clear.  The  mutual  responsibilities  of  the 
Department  of  Agriculture,  the  State  edu¬ 
cational  agency,  and  the  local  school  au¬ 
thorities  are  thoroughly  understood  by  all. 
The  technical  assistance  resources,  the  work¬ 
shop  and  other  techniques  used  by  State  and 
local  groups  throughout  the  country  for 
training  their  school  lunch  personnel  are 
well  established  and  effective. 

The  national  school  lunch  program  is  the 
largest  food  service  of  its  kind  in  the  world. 
It  is  logical,  therefore,  that  full  use  be  made 
of  the  expertness  acquired  in  20  years  of 
operating  this  program. 
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NEW  SECTION  25— NO  CHANGE  IN  SCHOOL 
LUNCH  PROGRAM 

New  section  25  requires  the  school  lunch 
program  to  be  administered  in  the  same 
manner  as  in  the  past. 

There  has  been  considerable  misunder¬ 
standing  recently  as  to  the  prospects  for  con¬ 
tinuing  the  national  school  lunch  program 
in  its  present  form.  The  committee  is 
thoroughly  convinced  that  there  was  no  in¬ 
tent  to  change  the  basic  national  school 
lunch  program  in  any  way.  To  assure  that 
no  such  change  can  occur  and  to  express 
full  confidence  in  the  existing  administra¬ 
tion  and  operation  of  the  program,  section 
25  provides  that: 

“The  Secretary  shall  administer  sections 
1  through  12  of  this  act  to  the  maximum  ex¬ 
tent  practicable  in  the  same  manner  as  he 
administered  those  sections  during  the  fiscal 
year  ended  June  30,  1966.” 

This  language  is  not  intended  to  inhibit 
program  administration.  It  is  intended  to 
indicate  the  committee’s  endorsement  and 
approval  of  the  approach  now  being  fol¬ 
lowed  in  program  administration. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  the 
bill  now  before  the  Senate  provides  for 
several  new  desirable  programs.  All  of 
these  are  limited  to  in-school  activities. 
It  is  a  good  bill.  It  will  strengthen  the 
existing  successful  National  School 
Lunch  Act.  I  hope  that  the  Senate  will 
give  it  its  unanimous  approval. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  yield  to  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Ohio. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  The  Senator  has 
stated  that  efforts  have  been  made  to 
expand  the  school  lunch  program  so  that 
lunches  will  be  provided  for  needy  chil¬ 
dren  outside  of  the  school,  in  the  home. 

My  question  is,  do  we  or  do  we  not 
now  have  in  existence  programs  which 
are  constructed  so  as  to  provide  aid  to 
the  poverty  stricken? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Yes. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  For  one,  do  we  have 
what  is  known  as  the  program  of  aid  to 
families  with  dependent  children? 

We  ELLENDER.  We  do  have  that. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  I  believe  that  pro¬ 
gram  has  been  in  existence  for  perhaps 
20  or  more  years.  Is  there  not  a  special 
program  of  the  Job  Corps  under  the 
economic  opportunity  program  to  train 
the  poor  for  work? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  There  is  such  a  pro¬ 
gram. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  There  is  also  Project 
Headstart  which  involves  getting  infant 
children  into  school  in  advance  so  that 
they  will  be  prepared  to  catch  up  with 
intellectually  brighter  children. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  It  is  more  or  less 
a  prekindergarten  program. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  In  addition  to  the 
present  Project  Headstart  under  the 
economic  opportunity  program,  are 
some  services  provided  in  the  bill  for 
the  kindergarten  program? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  The  Senator  is  cor¬ 
rect,  but  that  is  to  be  managed  by  a 
different  organization. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  As  I  understand  it,  in 
addition  to  the  existing  program  of  pro¬ 
viding  aid  to  the  poverty  stricken  and 
the  school  lunch  program,  it  has  been 
recommended  or  proposed  that  we  start 
a  new  program  under  the  school  lunch 
program  to  provide  lunches  in  the  homes 
of  children  when  the  children  are  away 
from  school. 


Mr.  ELLENDER.  That  proposal  was 
presented  to  us  some  time  ago.  That 
proposal  was  that  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  handle  this  in  connection 
with  the  school  lunch  program.  The 
committee  refused  to  go  along  with  that 
proposal.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  I  intro¬ 
duced  a  bill  and  added  the  program  that 
I  have  described  here,  a  pilot  program 
for  breakfast  and  a  program  to  assist 
communities  which  are  unable  to  pro¬ 
vide  nonfood  equipment  to  serve  the 
lunches. 

The  committee  provided  for  these  ad¬ 
ditional  programs  to  operate  in  the  same 
manner  as  the  school  lunch  program,  an 
in-school  program  and  not  an  out-of¬ 
school  program. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Mr.  President,  for  the 
purpose  of  making  the  record  complete, 
can  the  Senator  from  Louisiana  state 
what  the  cost  of  the  program  as  envi¬ 
sioned  in  the  pending  bill  would  be? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  The  cost  would  be 
$152  million. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  And  that  would  cover 
one-fourth  of  the  cost. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  The  Senator  is  cor¬ 
rect,  assuming  that  the  local  share  would 
continue  at  about  past  levels. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Six  hundred  eight 
million  dollars  would  be  spent  in  the 
Nation,  $450  million  of  which  would  be 
borne  by  the  local  people. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  The  Senator  is  es¬ 
sentially  correct.  That  expense  would 
be  borne  by  local  governments  and,  of 
course,  by  the  parents  who  would  give 
the  children  the  money  to  pay  for  their 
lunch. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  ex¬ 
pect  to  vote  for  the  bill.  I  strongly  sup¬ 
port  the  school  lunch  program  and  the 
school  milk  portion  of  it.  I  strongly  sup¬ 
port  the  Senator  from  Louisiana,  who 
has  greatly  improved  the  bill  over  the 
original  form  in  which  it  was  at  the  time 
he  introduced  it  by  request,  I  believe,  of 
the  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

I  have  grave  doubts  as  to  the  special 
breakfast  program.  I  do  not  think  it 
will  work  on  the  basis  of  time.  I  think 
that  it  will  require  an  additional  staff  of 
people,  or  people  working  additional 
hours.  I  think  that  it  will  not  work  in 
nicely  with  the  home  programs  of  the 
children.  It  is  difficult  for  me  to  see 
how  a  program  can  be  worked  out  on 
the  basis  of  taking  care  only  of  those 
children  who  have  not  had  an  adequate 
breakfast  at  home,  or  who  have  had  to 
travel  abnormal  distances  to  get  to 
school. 

I  believe  the  record  shows  that  it  was 
not  supposed  to  take  care  only  of  those 
children,  but  was  also  to  be  addressed  to 
a  much  larger  number  of  children.  I 
do  not  think  that  it  is  practical  as 
addressed  to  a  larger  number  of  children, 
because  the  average  child  would  get  his 
breakfast  at  home,  and  I  think  it  would 
be  an  adequate  and  better  breakfast 
than  he  would  get  from  the  school  break¬ 
fast  program. 

I  think  the  features  of  the  bill  con¬ 
tinue  the  very  much  appreciated  pro¬ 
grams  that  have  been  used  throughout 
the  Nation  and  continues  them  on  a 
satisfactory  basis.  .  i 


I  shall  vote  for  the  bill.  I  simply 
want  the  Record  to  show  that  I  have 
grave  doubts  about  the  breakfast  pro¬ 
gram.  I  have  doubts  whether  the  pro¬ 
gram  will  work  out  as  well  as  expected. 
I  am  particularly  fearful  that  the  cost 
of  the  breakfast  program  will  prove  to 
be  much  greater  than  anticipated. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  yield. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Mr.  President,  I  com¬ 
mend  the  Senator  from  Louisiana  for 
his  presentation.  I  subscribe  to  the  bill 
that  he  has  presented.  I  think  it  is 
sound,  and  I  shall  gladly  vote  for  it. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  thank  the  Senator. 

Mr.  THURMOND.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  yield. 

Mr.  THURMOND.  Mr.  President,  I 
associate  myself  with  the  remarks  of  the 
able  and  distinguished  senior  Senator 
from  Florida.  I  think  the  school  lunch 
program  and  the  milk  program  are  very 
beneficial  and  worthwhile  programs.  I 
have  grave  doubts  as  to  the  breakfast 
program.  It  seems  to  me  that  if  we 
were  to  provide  lunch  for  the  schoolchil¬ 
dren,  that  would  be  adequate  provision. 
I  fear  that  if  we  provide  breakfast,  there 
will  next  be  a  demand  that  we  provide 
lunch  and  supper  for  the  children.  There 
will  next  be  a  demand  that  we  provide 
breakfast,  lunch,  and  supper  for  the 
adults.  I  can  see  that  this  might  be  the 
entering  wedge  to  practically  guarantee¬ 
ing  all  meals  to  all  people,  and  this,  to 
my  way  of  thinking,  would  be  very  objec¬ 
tionable  and  would  truly  constitute  a 
welfare  state. 

I  commend  the  Senator  for  the  splen¬ 
did  work  done  on  the  bill,  but  I  question 
sincerely  the  wisdom  and  the  practicality 
of  including  the  provision  for  breakfast. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  the 
breakfast  program  is  a  pilot  program  and 
is  limited  to  2  years.  It  is  limited  in  the 
amount  that  can  be  spent.  It  would 
operate  on  the  same  basis  as  the  present 
school  lunch  program.  The  meal  would 
be  served  on  the  school  premises. 

Mr-.  THURMOND.  I  understood  that. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  The  Senator  has 
mentioned  furnishing  supper  to  the  chil¬ 
dren.  Of  course,  the  children  would  not 
stay  in  school  until  6  or  8  o’clock  in  the 
evening.  I  do  not  know  what  the  Sena¬ 
tor  has  in  mind,  but  I  feel  as  he  does 
about  some  of  these  welfare  programs.  I 
feel  that  they  go  a  little  too  far. 

I  point  out  that  the  committee  was 
very  careful  to  see  that  this  program  was 
to  be  administered  in  school  and  not  at 
the  homes  of  the  children. 

The  original  bill  might  have  required 
the  service  of  food  out  of  school.  How¬ 
ever,  we  were  careful  to  see  that  the  pro¬ 
gram  would  be  administered  in  the  same 
manner  as  the  school  lunch  program. 

I  have  no  doubt  that,  if  there  are  any 
flaws  in  the  breakfast  program,  they  can 
be  discovered  within  the  next  2  years. 

The  breakfast  program  would  be 
limited  to  2  years.  I  think  it  is  a  good 
idea  that  we  discover  whether  the  pro¬ 
gram  can  be  accomplished  under  the  bill. 
I  am  sure  that  efforts  will  be  made  to 
handle  the  program  in  the  same  manner 
as  the  school  lunch  program. 
v  Mr.  THURMOND.  Mr.  President, 
there  is  nothing  so  permanent  as  a  tern- 
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porary  Federal  program.^  I  predict  that 
once  this  program  has  been  instituted, 
even  though  it  is  on  a  pilot  basis,  it  will 
become  a  permanent  program,  and  that 
it  will  be  impossible  then  to  cut  it  off. 
I  believe  the  Senator  from  Louisiana 
would  probably  agree  that  once  a  pro¬ 
gram  continues  for  2  years,  it  is  here  to 
stay. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  It  might  be  a  good 
idea  to  institute  this  program  for  chil¬ 
dren  who  attend  school  and  are  unable 
to  obtain  food  because  their  parents  are 
poor  or  because  they  must  travel  many 
miles  to  school. 

Mr.  THURMOND.  Is  this  breakfast 
program  to  be  limited  now  to  poor  chil¬ 
dren  in  school? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  No.  It  is  hoped 
that  the  program  will  be  managed  and 
administered  the  same  as  the  school 
lunch  program,  and  that  efforts  will  be 
made  to  have  the  children  pay. 

Mr.  THURMOND.  But  any  child  could 
get  the  breakfast  under  this  program, 
just  as  they  get  lunch,  as  I  understand. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Yes. 

Mr.  THURMOND.  I  believe  it  is  a 
good  bill.  However,  I  wish  to  go  on 
record  as  stating  that  I  feel  it  is  unwise 
and  impractical  to  include  the  breakfast 
in  the  program. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  yield. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Only  a  small  percentage 
of  the  school  children  of  this  country  re¬ 
ceive  free  school  lunches  or  reduced- 
price  lunches.  In  my  State,  8  percent 
of  the  school  children  receive  such 
lunches.  How  many  are  free,  I  do  not 
know.  Nine-two  percent  of  the  children 
pay  the  full  value. 

In  one  or  two  States,  a  much  higher 
percentage  of  school  children  receive 
school  lunches  free  or  at  a  discount.  I 
believe  that  the  District  of  Columbia  has 
the  highest  percentage  of  free  lunches  in 
the  country.  Guam,  or  another  of  our 
territories,  receives  100-percent  free. 

The  average  percentage  of  children 
who  receive  free  or  reduced-price  lunches 
is  less  than  10  percent,  and  in  some 
States,  it  is  as  low  as  2  or  3  percent;  the 
rest  pay  for  the  lunches. 

Under  the  poverty  program,  all  chil¬ 
dren  receive  free  school  lunches.  We 
were  asked  to  put  this  program  under 
the  poverty  program.  The  recommenda¬ 
tion  was  to  slash  the  school  lunch  pro¬ 
gram  and  to  virtually  scuttle  the  school 
milk  program.  The  committee  unani¬ 
mously  agreed  not  to  do  that,  because 
these  programs  have  worked.  Why 
scuttle  them  for  the  purpose  of  building 
up  a  program  which  so  far  has  not 
worked  satisfactorily?  I  hope  that  the 
program  will  work  satisfactorily  as  time 
goes  on  and  as  capable  personnel  can  be 
employed.  But  why  scuttle  programs 
that  have  worked,  in  order  to  build  up 
a  program  which  has  yet  to  prove  itself? 

Mr.  COOPER.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  yield. 

Mr.  COOPER.  I  direct  my  questions 
also  to  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
Florida  [Mr.  Holland],  who  is  chairman 
of  the  Subcommittee  on  Appropriations 
for  the  Department  of  Agriculture. 


I  am  happy  to  support  the  bill,  S.  3467, 
to  continue  the  special  school  milk  pro¬ 
gram  and  amend  the  School  Lunch  Act. 

I  have  been  glad  to  help  work  out  some 
of  its  provisions  in  the  Committee  on 
Agriculture,  on  which  I  serve. 

I  would  like  to  say,  first,  to  those  who 
have  spoken  about  the  breakfast  pro¬ 
gram,  that  in  committee  I  believe  we  all 
expressed  some  concern  about  its  impli¬ 
cations.  However,  as  the  chairman 
pointed  out,  it  has  been  limited  to  2 
years,  and  the  appropriation  authoriza¬ 
tion  for  this  pilot  program  has  been 
limited.  Also,  it  was  thought  that  by 
placing  the  pilot  program  in  the  bill,  it 
would  be  kept  from  the  jurisdiction  of 
other  agencies.  Now  I  move  to  another 
concern,  respecting  the  operation  of  the 
existing  permanent  school  lunch  pro¬ 
gram. 

One  feature  of  the  school  lunch  pro¬ 
gram  has  always  troubled  me.  We  know 
that  in  the  school  lunch  program  all  chil¬ 
dren  are  eligible  to  receive  a  school  lunch. 
The  law  provides  that  lunches  “shall  be 
served  without  cost,  or  at  a  reduced  cost, 
to  children  who  are  determined  by  local 
authorities  to  be  unable  to  pay  the  full 
cost  of  the  lunch.” 

The  local  school  authorities  may  try 
to  realize  that  provision  by  charging  some 
students  more  than  the  actual  local  cost 
of  the  lunch,  so  that  this  added  income 
can  be  used  in  reducing  the  cost  for  the 
neediest  children.  But  in  many  school 
districts,  where  a  great  proportion  of 
children  are  from  families  of  low  income, 
not  enough  students  can  pay  an  addi¬ 
tional  amount  so  as  to  supply  the  funds 
which  are  required  to  reduce  the  cost 
for  the  neediest  children. 

I  believe  this  is  a  gap,  and  a  weakness 
in  the  school  lunch  program.  It  works,  in 
many  cases,  to  deprive  the  neediest  chil¬ 
dren  of  receiving  any  lunch  at  all.  If  the 
local  school  districts  cannot  fund  the  pro¬ 
gram,  they  do  not  have  the  school  lunch 
program.  It  means  that  the  neediest 
children  do  not  get  any  lunch. 

Section  11  of  the  Act  authorizes  ap¬ 
propriations  to  help  meet  this  need — 
which  is  the  reason  I  addressed  myself  to 
the  distinguished  Senator  from  Florida. 
It  is  designed  to  help  the  school  children 
in  the  United  States,  estimated  at  10  per¬ 
cent  of  the  national  total,  who  are  the 
neediest.  But  it  can  be  funded  only  if 
the  House  and  Senate  Committees  on  Ap¬ 
propriations  supply  some  funds  to  meet 
this  need. 

I  understand  that  Secretary  of  Agri¬ 
culture  Freeman  has  testified  that  $20 
or  $25  million  could  meet  this  need.  We 
are  already  providing  funds  which  exceed 
$300  million  as  the  Federal  Government’s 
part  of  the  school  lunch  program.  Yet 
the  ironic  fact  is  that  the  children  who 
are  the  poorest,  and  cannot  contribute 
any  funds,  may  get  no  lunch. 

For  example,  a  family  having  four  or 
five  children  in  school,  and  scarcely  able 
to  pay  a  penny,  at  25  or  30  cents  should 
pay  $1  or  $1.50  a  day,  but  cannot  do  so. 
If  the  cost  of  their  lunch  cannot  be  made 
up  by  others,  they  will  have  no  lunch. 
In  school  districts  having  many  such 
families,  they  just  do  not  have  a  school 
lunch  program.  So  I  believe  this  is  a 


serious  gap  in  the  operation  of  the  school 
lunch  program. 

The  authority  to  remedy  this  defect 
is  provided  in  the  act.  I  sincerely  hope 
that  the  Committee  on  Appropriations 
will  examine  this  question  carefully  and 
will  supply  some  additional  funds  for  sec¬ 
tion  11,  even  if  it  has  to  reduce  appropri¬ 
ations  for  the  total  program,  so  that  the 
neediest  children  may  be  helped.  I  must 
say  that  I  think  this  would  be  a  much 
finer  thing  to  do  than  to  start  a  school 
breakfast  program. 

I  appeal  to  the  Committee  on  Appro¬ 
priations  to  see  if  provision  cannot  be 
made  for  school  lunches  for  the  neediest 
children.  Last  year  the  amount  pro¬ 
vided  was  $2  million.  It  helped  some. 
Perhaps  this  year  the  committee  can  pro¬ 
vide  a  more  nearly  adequate  proportion 
of  the  total  school  lunch  funds  to  help 
the  neediest  schoolchildren  in  the  coun¬ 
try,  and  I  mean  the  neediest — those  who 
need  the  school  lunch  more  than  thou¬ 
sands  who  are  now  receiving  it. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  The  Senator  from 
Kentucky  doubtless  recalls  that  many 
school  districts  were  so  poor  that  they 
could  not  even  provide  for  the  nonfood 
costs  of  the  school  lunch  program. 

Mr.  COOPER.  That  is  true. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Now  we  are  provid¬ 
ing  it,  and  we  must  make  a  case.  It  is  my 
belief  that  we  shall  be  able  to  take  care 
of  many  of  the  poorer  schoolchildren  who 
are  not  now  receiving  school  lunches. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  be¬ 
lieve  that  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  Kentucky  addressed  his  question,  in 
part,  to  me. 

Mr.  COOPER.  I  did  so  because  I  know 
that  the  Senator  from  Florida  is  a  mem¬ 
ber  of  the  Committee  on  Appropriations, 
just  as  is  my  friend  the  Senator  from 
Louisiana.  I  mean  what  I  say.  I  appeal 
to  the  Senators. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  am  glad  to  say  that 
we  have  had  some  experience  under  sec¬ 
tion  11,  to  which  the  Senator  refers.  I 
am  speaking  now  as  one  member  of  the 
subcommittee  which  has  to  do  with  agri¬ 
culture  appropriations,  of  which  subcom¬ 
mittee  the  Senator  from  Louisiana  is 
also  a  member  and  the  Senator  from 
Vermont  [Mr.  Aiken]  is  an  ex  officio 
member.  There  may  be  other  Senators 
in  the  Chamber  who  are  also  members. 

For  some  years  there  has  been  quite  a 
difference  of  opinion  between  the  mem¬ 
bers  of  the  Committee  on  Appropriations 
of  this  body  and  the  members  of  the 
Committee  on  Appropriations  of  the 
other  body  as  to  whether  section  11 
should  be  activated.  Last  year,  for  the 
first  time,  we  were  able  to  persuade  the 
committee  of  the  other  body  to  go  along 
with  us  by  providing,  as  a  beginning,  a 
figure  of  $2  million  for  the  taking  up  of 
the  school  lunch  program  in  areas  where 
there  were  children  so  poor  that  they 
could  get  no  lunch,  and  where  the  dis¬ 
tricts  were  so  poor  that  they  could  not 
participate. 

Our  committee  had  put  this  item  in  the 
bill  before  but  had  failed  to  maintain  it 
in  conference.  But  in  conference  last 
year  the  other  body  accepted  this  item,  $2 
million  was  provided,  and  a  beginning 
was  made  in  meeting  this  particular 
matter. 


14596 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  SENATE 


I  have  before  me  the  testimony  of  the 
authorities  from  the  Department  of  Ag¬ 
riculture  who  testified  on  this  particular 
matter  this  year.  They  testified  that 
they  would  like  to  have  $19.3  million  for 
special  assistance  under  section  11;  that 
is,  as  compared  with  the  $2  million.  The 
testimony  further  showed  that  they  ex¬ 
pected  this  program  to  become  a  very 
much  larger  program  in  the  future. 

As  a  matter  of  fact,  both  our  Commit¬ 
tee  on  Apropriations  and  the  Commit¬ 
tee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry,  of  which 
the  Senator  from  Kentucky  [Mr.  Cooper] 
is  a  distinguished  member,  were  some¬ 
what  alarmed  over  the  fact  that  the  au¬ 
thorities  wanted  to  make  all  of  these 
programs  social  welfare  programs  rather 
than  the  type  programs  they  had  been. 

In  connection  with  this  particular  bill, 
as  it  came  from  the  department,  my  rec¬ 
ollection  is  that  one  of  the  main  objec¬ 
tions  that  the  Senator  from  Louisiana 
[Mr.  Ellender]  had  to  it  in  its  original 
form — and  he  is  entitled  to  great  credit 
for  having  improved  it  before  we  reported 
it  out  of  committee  was  that  they  sought 
to  make  it  almost  exclusively  a  social 
welfare  program,  with  respect  to  teach¬ 
ers  and  individuals  as  distinguished 
from  children,  as  to  who  was  entitled  to 
receive  the  benefits  of  the  program  and 
who  was  not.  We  felt  that  that  was 
the  wrong  aproach  both  in  the  Commit¬ 
tee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry  and  the 
Committe  on  Aproriations,  and  many 
changes  have  been  made  in  the  bill  to  get 
away  from  that  position. 

The  fact  is  that  no  one  knows  how  big 
this  section  11  effort  could  become,  and 
no  one  knows  what  the  attitude  of  the 
Committee  on  Approriations  of  the  other 
body  will  be  this  year. 

We  were  all  somewhat  alarmed  at  the 
tendency  that  appeared  to  make  the  en¬ 
tire  program  a  welfare  program  and  re¬ 
duce  greatly  these  well-established  pro¬ 
grams,  the  school-lunch  program  and 
the  school-milk  program. 

The  budget  this  year  reduced  the  spe¬ 
cial  milk  program  from  $103  million 
to  $21  million.  I  do  not  recall  the 
amount  of  the  reduction  of  the  school 
lunch  program.  It  is  not  that  great. 
My  recollection  is  it  decreased  $23  mil¬ 
lion  from  what  it  was  the  year  before. 
It  had  been  explained  that  the  school 
lunch  program  was  not  meeting  all  of 
the  needs  it  was  designed  to  meet  and 
the  tendency  was  to  make  social  welfare 
programs  out  of  these  two  programs. 

I  wish  to  say  to  the  Senator  that  our 
subcommittee  of  the  Committee  on  Ap¬ 
propriations  will  give  attention,  as  we 
have  in  the  past,  to  section  11.  What 
the  result  will  be  I  can  give  no  guarantee, 
but  we  are  disturbed. 

I  speak  not  only  for  myself  but  also 
for  others  who  serve  on  both  committees. 
We  are  disturbed  at  the  manifest  in¬ 
tention  to  make  a  welfare  program  out 
of  these  programs  which  have  been 
pretty  well  established.  Both  the  school 
lunch  program  and  the  school  milk  pro¬ 
gram  control  life  in  so  many  of  our 
communities  in  our  Nation. 

We  will  give  close  attention  to  section 
11,  if  that  answers  the  question  pro¬ 
pounded  by  the  Senator  from  Kentucky 
[Mr.  Cooper]. 


Mr.  COOPER.  I  thank  the  Senator. 

It  was  last  year  that  the  first  appro¬ 
priation,  as  I  remember,  was  made  avail¬ 
able  under  section  11  for  this  purpose. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  It  was  the  first  ap¬ 
propriation,  and  it  was  only  a  trial  run. 

Mr.  COOPER.  I  supported  the  posi¬ 
tion  of  the  chairman  and  the  Senator 
from  Florida  that  the  school  lunch  pro¬ 
gram  should  be  kept  in  the  control  of 
the  Department  of  Agriculture  and  the 
local  school  authorities,  and  not  be  al¬ 
lowed  to  branch  out  into  programs  being 
carried  on  under  the  Antipoverty  Act.  I 
agree  with  that. 

I  have  made  my  point  about  the  oper¬ 
ation  of  the  school  lunch  program  in 
areas  where,  unfortunately,  the  major¬ 
ity  of  the  pupils  come  from  very  low- 
income  families.  I  think  the  consequence 
has  been  that  in  the  lowest  income 
school  districts  in  the  United  States, 
their  children,  the  poorest  children  in 
the  country,  have  been  outside  the  op¬ 
eration  of  the  school  lunch  program. 

The  provision  in  the  act  designed  to 
meet  this  situation  is  section  11,  which 
specifically  authorizes  the  appropriation 
of  funds  to  help  those  school  districts 
have  a  lunch  program  their  children  can 
afford. 

I  know  that  the  problem  of  adminis¬ 
tering  a  lunch  program  in  such  school 
districts  is  often  very  difficult.  It  is  dif¬ 
ficult  in  my  own  State,  particularly  in 
the  eastern  part,  the  section  where  I  live. 

I  do  feel  at  times  that  many  of  the 
programs  which  have  been  authorized  by 
the  Congress  grow  until  they  overlap  and 
that  they  are  not  as  effective  as  they 
should  be.  Some  are  wasting  money, 
and  that  always  troubles  me  because  I 
would  like  to  see  these  programs  reach 
their  purpose,  and  actually  help  the  peo¬ 
ple.  I  do  not  think  that  it  is  happening 
in  many  instances. 

The  ^school  lunch  program  is  a  good 
program,  which  has  been  operating  a 
long  time,  effectively  administered  on  the 
whole  under  the  authority  of  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Agriculture.  But  I  did  want 
to  call  attention  to  the  fact  that,  unfor¬ 
tunately,  it  sometimes  does  not  help  the 
poorest  children. 

Mr.  President,  I  had  prepared  a  some¬ 
what  fuller  statement  of  my  views  on 
this  subject,  and  ask  that  it  be  included 
at  this  point  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  state¬ 
ment  was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows : 

Statement  by  Senator  Cooper  in  Support  op 
Section  11  Funds 

I  am  very  glad  that  the  committee  report, 
on  page  6,  includes  a  discussion  of  Section 
1 1  of  the  National  School  Lunch  Act.  While 
the  bill  before  us  today  does  not  deal  directly 
with  the  problem  of  providing  school  lunches 
to  those  who  cannot  afford  to  pay,  I  believe 
it  is  very  important  to  keep  this  specific  pur¬ 
pose  of  the  act  in  perspective,  and  to  direct 
the  operation  of  the  school  lunch  program 
with  a  better  sense  of  priorities  to  the  goals 
we  seek. 

As  I  understand,  the  school  lunch  program 
has  three  fundamental  purposes:  First,  to 
provide  a  nutritious  hot  lunch  to  children 
at  their  schools,  to  better  insure  their  health. 
Times  have  changed  since  most  children 
could  walk  home  for  lunch,  patronize  a 
neighborhood  snack  shop,  or  carry  a  sand¬ 
wich  and  apple  in  a  pail.  Second,  the  school 
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lunch  program  has  provided  the  most  con¬ 
structive  and  valuable  outlet  for  surplus 
agricultural  products,  and  those  supported 
by  government  programs,  including  dairy 
products  and  canned  fruits  and  vegetables. 
But  it  is  far  more  than  that.  Third  and 
very  important,  it  provides  effective  assist¬ 
ance  to  those  families  which  are  needy — by 
providing  good  food  in  the  school  lunch  for 
growing  children  who,  in  many  cases,  have 
no  other  decent  meal. 

It  is  this  last  purpose  which  I  believe 
deserves  greater  attention  and  emphasis,  and 
which  should  be  assigned  a  higher  priority. 

It  is  widely  recognized  that  the  National 
School  Lunch  Act  has  always  contained  the 
provision,  in  Section  9,  that  lunches  “shall 
be  served  without  cost  or  at  a  reduced  cost 
to  children  who  are  detemined  by  local 
school  authorities  to  be  unable  to  pay  the 
full  cost  of  the  lunch”.  But,  I  think  it  is 
less  well  known  that  this  authority  in  Sec¬ 
tion  9  does  not  provide  Federal  funds  for  this 
purpose.  Specific  funds  to  meet  this  purpose 
were  separatedly  authorized  in  1962  by  Sec¬ 
tion  11.  In  fact,  Section  11  was  funded  for 
the  first  time  at  the  very  modest  level  of  $2 
million  for  a  portion  of  the  last  school  year. 

I  recall  the  testimony  of  the  Secretary 
of  Agriculture,  cited  in  the  committee  re¬ 
port,  that  nearly  1  y2  million  children  would 
qualify  for,  but  do  not  receive,  a  reduced- 
price  or  free  lunch.  As  I  understand,  a 
Federal  appropriation  of  $26  million  is  esti¬ 
mated  as  the  amount  needed  to  fulfill  this 
purpose.  I  have  supported  the  annual  ap¬ 
propriation  of  approximately  $100  million 
annually  for  the  special  milk  program,  which 
is  in  addition  to  the  half  pints  of  milk  pro¬ 
vided  in  every  “Type  A”  lunch,  and  the  Fed¬ 
eral  share  of  approximately  $300  million  an¬ 
nually  representing  about  20%  of  the  cost 
of  the  entire  school  lunch  program.  I  point 
out  that  the  amount  necessary  to  effectively 
implement  Section  11  and  assure  that  the 
neediest  school  children  can  receive  a  lunch 
would  be  less  than  10%  of  that  total  cost. 
I  present  this  fact  because  it  seems  to  me  a 
purpose  which  deserves  to  be  assigned  a 
priority  not  less  than  that  for  a  pilot  break¬ 
fast  program,  assistance  for  equipment  for 
schools  in  needy  areas,  or  State  administra¬ 
tive  funds — as  provided  in  the  bill  before  the 
Senate  today. 

I  would  like  to  describe  briefly  the  need 
for  more  adequate  funding  of  Section  11.  To 
do  so  seems  to  me  consonant  with  the  policy 
of  the  Congress  and  the  Administration  in 
directing  greater  assistance  to  recognized 
areas  of  need,  both  in  the  heart  of  urban 
centers  and  in  isolated  rural  areas  having 
concentrations  of  large  numbers  of  low-in¬ 
come  families. 

In  a  great  many  schools,  the  price  charged 
pupils  for  the  lunch,  perhaps  25^,  may  pro¬ 
vide  2  or  3#  which  can  be  used  to  finance 
free  lunches  for  10%  of  the  pupils  who  can¬ 
not  afford  to  pay.  But,  in  many  of  the 
schools  where  a  large  number — one-third  or 
one-half  or  more  of  the  children — are  from 
families  who  find  it  hard  or  impossible  to 
pay  for  the  school  lunch,  the  local  author¬ 
ities  have  found  no  way  to  finance  the  pro¬ 
gram,  and  the  school  simply  will  not  have 
the  lunch  program  at  all. 

In  other  schools,  it  is  impossible  to  in¬ 
crease  the  price  of  the  lunch  so  as  to  pro¬ 
vide  sufficient  reduced-price  lunches  to  chil¬ 
dren  in  somewhat  less  fortunate  circum¬ 
stances — especially  when  the  entire  school 
serves  a  low-income  community.  In  these 
schools,  which  have  the  lunch  program,  per¬ 
haps  only  half  the  children  participate — 
and  those  which  should  really  be  the  first 
priority  beneficiaries  of  the  program,  do  not 
get  the  lunch. 

It  is  the  function  of  Section  11  to  meet 
this  problem,  and  I  think  it  incumbent  upon 
the  Administration  and  the  Congress,  and 
the  friends  of  the  school  lunch  program 
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across  the  country,  to  pursue  more  vigor¬ 
ously  this  purpose. 

The  bill  before  the  Senate  today  recog¬ 
nizes  our  desire  that  child  nutrition  pro¬ 
grams  in  the  schools  be  centered  in  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Agriculture.  But,  if  the  hu¬ 
mane  purpose  of  insuring  that  a  hot  school 
lunch  is  made  available — and  not  last,  but 
first — to  those  who  have  less  food  at  home 
and  are  in  the  most  difficult  circumstances  is 
not  to  be  met  by  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture,  it  is  only  natural  that  those  charged 
with  the  education  programs  under  Title  I 
of  the  Elementary  and  Secondary  Educa¬ 
tion  Act,  and  with  the  anti-poverty  pro¬ 
grams,  should  seek  to  correct  the  default  of 
the  Department  of  Agriculture  in  seeking, 
and  of  the  Congress  in  providing,  a  reason¬ 
able  share  of  the  total  school  lunch  costs 
for  the  purposes  of  Section  11. 

I  am  glad  that  in  the  State  of  Kentucky, 
as  cited  in  Secretary  Freeman’s  testimony, 
demonstration  projects  were  undertaken  in 
54  schools  last  year,  largely  in  eastern  Ken¬ 
tucky,  providing  reduced-price  lunches.  1 
point  out  that  it  is  the  policy  of  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Agriculture  in  carrying  out  this 
program,  not  simply  to  provide  lunches  with¬ 
out  cost  to  some  students,  and  at  the  usual 
charge  to  others.  Rather,  the  Department 
has  encouraged  a  reduction  in  the  price  of 
the  lunches  to  15tf  or  even  lOtf  in  schools 
with  large  populations  of  needy  children. 
This  gives  all  an  opportunity  and  an  obliga¬ 
tion  to  contribute.  It  also  results  in  a  much 
higher  proportion  of  the  pupils  actually  par¬ 
ticipating  in  the  hot  lunch  program. 

I  know  that  the  bill  before  us  today  is  di¬ 
rected  primarily  to  extension  of  the  special 
milk  program,  and  authority  for  pilot  break¬ 
fast  and  equipment  programs  in  needy  areas. 
The  question  of  more  adequate  funding  for 
Section  11  will  be  before  the  Senate  later 
this  week  in  connection  with  the  Agricul¬ 
tural  Appropriations  Act  and,  perhaps  later 
this  year  or  early  next  year,  in  the  Presi¬ 
dent’s  request  for  supplemental  appropria¬ 
tions.  But,  I  did  want  to  take  this 
opportunity  to  discuss  the  financing  of 
lunches  for  the  neediest  students,  because 
it  seems  to  me  a  fundamental  purpose  of 
the  school  lunch  program  which  has  been 
neglected. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  thank  the  Senator 
for  his  comments.  I  believe  that  this 
colloquy  has  brought  out  a  fact  which 
is  worthwhile  having  in  the  Record  ;  that 
is,  that  both  the  Committee  on  Agricul¬ 
ture  and  Forestry  and  the  Appropriations 
Subcommittee  have  problems  to  handle 
that  are  very  far  from  being  directly  re¬ 
lated  to  agricultural  life.  Some  of  them 
tend  to  be  more  social  in  nature  than 
otherwise.  One  is  the  school  lunch  pro¬ 
gram,  another  is  the  special  school  milk 
program,  and  another  is  the  food  stamp 
program.  Then,  there  is  the  food-for- 
freedom  program  which  we  are  going  to 
mark  up  tomorrow.  - 

All  of  us  are  aware  of  the  fact  that 
the  Committee  on  Agriculture  and 
Forestry  and  the  Agriculture  Subcom¬ 
mittee  of  the  Committee  on  Appropria¬ 
tions,  which  deals  with  the  same  subject, 
have  to  deal  with  a  great  many  subjects 
that  are  not  directly  agricultural  prob¬ 
lems. 

I  wish  to  say  for  the  Record  that  while 
I  have  not  always  agreed  with  the  deci¬ 
sions  of  the  Senator  from  Louisiana  [Mr. 
Ellender],  the  chairman  of  our  Commit¬ 
tee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry,  these 
problems  could  not  be  entrusted  to  any¬ 
one  with  a  bigger  heart  or  more  humani¬ 
tarian  viewpoint.  I  give  him  public 
credit  here  for  those  qualities.  I  am 


sure  that  the  Senator  from  Kentucky 
[Mr.  Cooper]  and  the  Senator  from  Ver¬ 
mont  [Mr.  Aiken],  who  observed  him 
work  out  these  problems  in  committee, 
know  that  this  is  the  case. 

Mr.  President,  I  yield  the  floor. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr.  Mon¬ 
dale  in  the  chair).  The  bill  is  open 
to  amendment. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  637 

Mr.  RIBICOFF.  Mr.  President,  I  call 
up  my  amendment  No.  637,  which  has 
been  slightly  modified,  'and  ask  that  it 
be  stated. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  will  be  stated. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to  read 
the  amendment. 

Mr.  RIBICOFF.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  dispense  with  the 
reading  of  the  amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  amendment  offered  by  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Connecticut  [Mr.  Ribicoff] 
is  as  follows: 

On  page  11,  between  lines  13  and  14,  insert 
the  following: 

‘‘TITLE  I - NATIONAL  SCHOOL  LUNCH  ACT 

AMENDMENTS” 

On  page  22,  after  line  12,  add  the  follow¬ 
ing: 

“TITLE  n - SPECIAL  SUMMER  LUNCH  PROGRAM 

FOR  CHILDREN 

“Sec.  201.  This  title  may  be  cited  as  the 
‘Special  Summer  Lunch  Program  for  Chil¬ 
dren  Act’. 

“ Declaration  of  purpose 

“Sec.  202.  It  is  hereby  declared  to  be  the 
purpose  of  this  title  to  further  safeguard 
the  health  and  well-being  of  the  Nation’s 
children  and  to  encourage  the  domestic 
consumption  of  nutritious  agricultural  com¬ 
modities  and  other  food,  by  establishing  a 
special  summer  lunch  program  for  children 
to  complement  the  regular  school  lunch 
program  carried  out  under  the  National 
School  Lunch  Act. 

"Appropriations  authorised 

“Sec.  203.  For  each  fiscal  year  there  is 
hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated,  out 
of  any  money  in  the  Treasury  not  otherwise 
appropriated,  such  sums  as  may  be  neces¬ 
sary  to  enable  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
(hereinafter  referred  to  as  the  ‘Secretary’) 
to  carry  out  the  provisions  of  this  title. 
"Special  summer  lunch  program  for  children 

“Sec.  204.  The  Secretary  shall  formulate 
and  carry  out  a  special  summer  lunch  pro¬ 
gram  for  children  as  provided  in  this  title 
under  which  lunches  shall  be  made  available 
for  children  between  the  ages  of  three  and 
eighteen,  inclusive,  attending  public  recrea¬ 
tion  centers,  public  or  private  nonprofit  day 
camps,  public  or  private  nonprofit  neighbor¬ 
hood  child  centers,  public  or  private  non¬ 
profit  summer  camps,  or  any  similar  public 
or  private  nonprofit  activity  organized  to  pro¬ 
mote  the  health  or  recreation  of  children,  in¬ 
cluding  a  community  action  program  orga¬ 
nized  for  such  a  purpose  and  approved  under 
title  II  of  the  Economic  Opportunity  Act  of 
1964  (all  of  the  foregoing  hereinafter  referred 
to  as  ‘summer  youth  centers’) .  The  sums  ap¬ 
propriated  for  any  fiscal  year  for  carrying  out 
such  program,  excluding  the  sum  specified 
in  section  205,  shall  be  available  to  the  Sec¬ 
retary  for  supplying  agricultural  commodi¬ 
ties  and  other  foods  for  the  program  in  ac¬ 
cordance  with  the  provisions  of  this  title. 
The  Secretary  shall  apportion  among  the 
States  during  each  fiscal  year  not  less  than 
75  per  centum  of  the  funds  made  available 
for  such  year  for  supplying  agricultural  corn- 
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modities  and  other  foods  under  the  provi¬ 
sions  of  section  203  of  this  title.  The  Secre¬ 
tary  shall  apportion  funds  among  the  States 
on  the  same  basis,  insofar  as  practicable,  as 
funds  are  apportioned  under  section  4  of  the 
National  School  Lunch  Act  to  carry  out  the 
national  school  lunch  program.  The  program 
authorized  under  this  title  shall  be  carried 
out  in  a  State  only  during  the  summer  vaca¬ 
tion  period  when  the  elementary  and  high 
schools  of  such  State  are  normally  closed  or 
open  only  on  a  limited  summer  schedule. 

"Nonfood  assistance 

“Sec.  205.  Of  the  sums  appropriated  for 
any  fiscal  year  to  carry  out  the  special  sum¬ 
mer  lunch  program  for  children  authorized 
by  this  title,  $8,000,000  shall  be  available  to 
the  Secretary  for  the  purpose  of  providing 
during  such  fiscal  year,  nonfood  assistance 
for  such  special  program  pursuant  to  the 
provisions  of  this  title.  The  Secretary  shall 
apportion  among  the  States  during  each  fis¬ 
cal  year  the  aforesaid  sum  of  $8,000,000,  and 
such  apportionment  among  the  States  shall 
be  on  the  same  basis  as  the  apportionment  of 
funds  for  agricultural  commodities  and 
other  foods  is  made  under  section  204  of  this 
title. 

"Direct  Federal  expenditures 

Sec.  206.  The  funds  appropriated  for  any 
fiscal  year  for  carrying  out  the  provisions 
of  this  title,  less  not  to  exceed  3*4  per  cen¬ 
tum  thereof  hereby  made  available  to  the 
Secretary  for  his  administrative  expenses, 
and  less  the  amount  apportioned  by  him 
pursuant  to  sections  204,  205,  and  210,  shall 
be  available  to  the  Secretary  during  such 
year  for  direct  expenditure  by  him  for  ag¬ 
ricultural  commodities  and  other  foods  to 
be  distributed  among  the  States  and  sum¬ 
mer  youth  centers  participating  in  the  spe¬ 
cial  program  under  this  title  in  accordance 
with  the  needs  as  determined  by  the  appro¬ 
priate  local  authorities.  The  provisions  of 
law  contained  in  the  proviso  of  the  Act  of 
June  28,  1937  (50  Stat.  323),  facilitating 
operations  with  respect  to  the  purchase  and 
disposition  of  surplus  agricultural  commod¬ 
ities  under  section  32  of  the  Act  approved 
August  24,  1935  (49  Stat.  774),  as  amended, 
shall,  to  the  extent  not  inconsistent  with 
the  provisions  of  this  title,  also  be  applicable 
to  expenditures  of  funds  by  the  Secretary 
under  this  title. 

"Payments  to  States 

“Sec.  207.  Funds  apportioned  to  any  State 
pursuant  to  section  204  or  205  of  this  title 
during  any  fiscal  year  shall  be  available  for 
payment  to  such  State  for  disbursement  by 
the  appropriate  State  agency,  in  accordance 
with  such  agreements  not  inconsistent  with 
the  provisions  of  this  title,  as  may  be  en¬ 
tered  into  by  the  Secretary  and  such  State 
agency,  for  the  purpose  of  assisting  summer 
youth  centers  of  that  State  during  such 
fiscal  year,  in  supplying  (1)  agricultural 
commodities  and  other  foods  for  consump¬ 
tion  by  children  between  the  ages  of  3  and 
18,  inclusive,  and  (2)  nonfood  assistance  in 
furtherance  of  the  special  summer  lunch 
program  for  children  authorized  under  this 
title.  Such  payments  to  any  State  in  any 
fiscal  year  shall  be  made  upon  the  condition 
that  an  amount  equal  to  not  less  than  10 
per  centum  of  such  payments  will  be 
matched  during  such  year  from  sources  with¬ 
in  the  State  determined  by  the  Secretary  to 
have  been  expended  in  connection  with  the 
special  summer  lunch  program  for  children 
carried  out  under  this  title.  For  the  pur¬ 
pose  of  determining  whether  the  matching 
requirements  of  this  section  and  section  210, 
respectively,  have  been  met,  the  reasonable 
value  of  donated  services,  supplies,  facilities, 
and  equipment  as  certified,  respectively,  by 
the  appropriate  State  agency  and  in  case  of 
summer  youth  centers  receiving  funds  pur¬ 
suant  to  section  210,  by  such  summer  youth 
centers  (but  not  the  cost  or  value  of  land, 
of  the  acquisition,  construction,  or  altera- 
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tion  of  buildings  or  commodities  donated  by 
the  Secretary,  or  of  Federal  contributions,  or 
the  cost  or  value  of  any  facility  paid  for  in 
whole  or  part  with  funds  counted  as  match¬ 
ing  funds  under  the  National  School  Lunch 
Act),  may  be  regarded  as  funds  from  sources 
within  the  State  expended  in  connection 
with  the  special  summer  lunch  program. 
The  Secretary  shall  certify  to  the  Secretary 
of  the  Treasury  from  time  to  time  the 
amounts  to  be  paid  to  any  State  under  this 
section  and  the  time  or  times  such  amounts 
are  to  be  paid;  and  the  Secretary  of  the 
Treasury  shall  pay  to  the  State  at  the  time 
or  times  fixed  by  the  Secretary  the  amounts 
so  certified. 

“State  disbursement  to  summer  youth 
centers 

“Sec.  208.  Funds  paid  to  any  State  during 
any  fiscal  year  pursuant  to  section  204  or 
205  of  this  title  shall  be  disbursed  by  the  ap¬ 
propriate  State  agency,  in  accordance  with 
such  agreements  approved  by  the  Secretary 
as  may  be  entered  into  by  such  State  agency 
and  the  summer  youth  centers  in  the  State, 
to  those  summer  youth  centers  in  the  State 
which  the  State  agency,  taking  into  account 
need  and  attendance,  determines  are  eligible 
to  participate  in  the  special  summer  lunch 
program  for  children  authorized  by  this  title. 
Such  disbursement  to  any  summer  youth 
center  shall  be  made  only  for  the  purpose  of 
reimbursing  it  for  the  cost  of  obtaining  ag¬ 
ricultural  commodities  and  other  foods  for 
consumption  by  children  in  the  special  sum¬ 
mer  lunch  program  for  children  and  nonfood 
assistance  in  connection  with  such  program. 
Such  food  costs  may  include,  in  addition  to 
the  purchase  price  of  agricultural  commodi¬ 
ties  and  other  foods,  the  cost  of  processing, 
distributing,  transporting,  storing,  or  han¬ 
dling  thereof.  In  no  event  shall  such  dis¬ 
bursement  for  food  to  any  summer  youth 
center  for  any  fiscal  year  exceed  an  amount 
determined  by  multiplying  the  number  of 
lunches  served  in  the  summer  youth  center 
under  the  special  summer  lunch  program 
for  children  during  such  year  by  the  maxi¬ 
mum  Federal  food-cost  contribution  rate  for 
the  State,  for  the  type  of  lunch  served,  as 
prescribed  by  the  Secretary. 

"Nutritional  and  other  program  requirements 

“Sec.  209.  Lunches  served  by  summer 
youth  centers  under  this  title  shall  meet 
minimum  nutritional  requirements  pre¬ 
scribed  by  the  Secretary  on  the  basis  of 
tested  nutritional  research.  Such  meals  shall 
be  served  without  cost  or  at  a  reduced  cost 
to  children  who  are  determined  by  local 
authorities  to  be  unable  to  pay  the  full  cost 
of  the  lunch.  No  physical  segregation  of  or 
other  discrimination  against  any  child  shall 
be  made  by  the  summer  youth  center  be¬ 
cause  of  his  inability  to  pay.  Lunch  pro¬ 
grams  under  this  title  shall  be  operated  on  a 
nonprofit  basis.  Each  summer  youth  center 
shall  insofar  as  practicable,  utilize  in  its 
lunch  program  commodities  designated  from 
time  to  time  by  the  Secretary  as  being  in 
abundance,  either  nationally  or  in  the  sum¬ 
mer  youth  center  area,  or  commodities  do¬ 
nated  by  the  Secretary.  Commodities  pur¬ 
chased  under  the  authority  of  section  32  of 
the  Act  of  August  24,  1935  (49  Stat.  774),  as 
amended,  may  be  donated  by  the  Secretary 
to  summer  youth  centers,  in  accordance  with 
the  needs  as  determined  by  local  authorities, 
for  utilization  in  the  special  summer  lunch 
program  under  this  title. 

“ Nonprofit  private  summer  youth  centers 

“Sec.  210.  If,  in  any  State,  the  appropriate 
State  agency  is  not  permitted  by  law  to  dis¬ 
burse  the  funds  paid  to  it  under  this  title 
to  nonprofit  private  summer  youth  centers 
in  the  State,  or  is  not  permitted  by  law  to 
match  Federal  funds  made  available  for  use 
by  such  nonprofit  private  summer  youth 
center,  the  Secretary  shall  withhold  from  the 
funds  apportioned  to  any  such  State  under 
sections  204  and  205  of  this  title  an  amount 


which  would  otherwise  be  made  available,  as 
determined  by  the  Secretary,  to  such  State 
on  account  of  such  nonprofit  private  sum¬ 
mer  youth  centers  in  the  State.  The  Sec¬ 
retary  shall  disburse  the  funds  so  withheld 
directly  to  the  nonprofit  private  summer 
youth  centers  within  such  State  for  the 
same  purposes  and  subject  to  the  same  con¬ 
ditions  as  are  authorized  or  required  with 
respect  to  the  disbursements  to  other  sum¬ 
mer  youth  centers  within  the  State  by  the 
appropriate  State  agency,  including  the  re¬ 
quirement  that  any  such  payment  or  pay¬ 
ments  shall  be  matched,  in  the  proportion 
specified  in  section  207  for  such  State,  by 
funds  from  sources  within  the  State  expend¬ 
ed  by  nonprofit  private  summer  youth  cen¬ 
ters  within  the  State  participating  in  the 
special  summer  lunch  program  for  children 
under  this  title.  Such  funds  shall  not  be 
considered  a  part  of  the  funds  constituting 
the  matching  funds  under  the  terms  of  sec¬ 
tion  207. 

“ Miscellaneous  provisions  and  definitions 

"Sec.  211.  (a)  States,  the  appropriate  State 
agencies,  and  summer  youth  centers  partici¬ 
pating  in  the  special  summer  lunch  program 
for  children  under  this  title  shall  keep  such 
accounts  and  records  as  may  be  necessary 
to  enable  the  Secretary  to  determine  whether 
the  provisions  of  this  title  are  being  com¬ 
plied  with.  Such  accounts  and  records  shall 
at  all  times  be  available  for  inspection  and 
audit  by  representatives  of  the  Secretary  and 
shall  be  preserved  for  such  period  of  time, 
not  in  excess  of  five  years,  as  the  Secretary 
determines  necessary. 

“(b)  The  Secretary  shall  encourage,  and  in 
cases  in  which  he  determines  appropriate, 
require  as  a  condition  of  eligibility  to  par¬ 
ticipate,  the  use  of  existing  facilities  utilized 
for  serving  lunches  under  the  National  school 
lunch  program. 

“(c)  The  Secretary  may,  during  the  first 
fiscal  year  in  which  a  program  is  in  effect 
under  this  title,  make  such  adjustments  as 
he  deems  appropriate  in  order  to  provide  for 
the  effective  and  equitable  administration 
of  this  title. 

“(d)  The  Secretary  shall  incorporate  in 
his  agreements  with  the  appropriate  State 
agencies  the  express  requirements  prescribed 
in  this  title  with  respect  to  the  operation  of 
the  special  summer  lunch  program  for  chil¬ 
dren  insofar  as  they  may  be  applicable  and 
such  other  provisions  as  in  his  opinion  are 
reasonably  necessary  or  appropriate  to  ef¬ 
fectuate  the  purposes  of  this  title. 

“(e)  For  purposes  of  this  title— 

"(1)  The  term  ‘State’  means  any  of  the 
fifty  States,  the  District  of  Columbia,  the 
Commonwealth  of  Puerto  Rico,  the  Virgin 
Islands,  Guam,  or  American  Samoa. 

“(2)  The  term  ‘appropriate  State  agency’ 
means  the  agency  or  body  of  the  State  desig¬ 
nated  by  the  State  legislature  to  administer 
in  the  State  the  special  summer  school  pro¬ 
gram  authorized  by  this  title. 

“(3)  The  term  ‘private  nonprofit’  as  ap¬ 
plied  to  any  of  the  summer  child  centers 
described  in  section  204  of  this  title  means 
a  summer  child  center  operated  by  a  private 
school  or  organization  exempt  from  income 
taxes  under  section  501(c)(3)  of  the  Inter¬ 
nal  Revenue  Code  of  1954. 

"(4)  The  term  ‘nonfood  assistance’  means 
equipment  used  by  summer  youth  centers 
in  storing,  preparing,  or  serving  food  for 
children  under  this  title.” 

Amend  the  title  so  as  to  read:  "A  bill  to 
amend  the  National  School  Lunch  Act,  as 
amended,  to  strengthen  and  expand  food 
service  programs  for  children,  and  to  provide 
for  a  special  summer  lunch  program  for 
children”. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Who 
yields  time? 

Mr.  RIBICOFF.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
5  minutes  to  myself. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
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that  the  Senator  from  Connecticut  [Mr. 
Dodd],  the  Senator  from  Alaska  [Mr. 
Gruening],  and  the  Senator  from  New 
York  [Mr.  Kennedy]  be  added  as  co¬ 
sponsors  to  amendment  No.  637. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  RIBICOFF.  Mr.  President,  first, 
let  me  commend  the  distinguished  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Louisiana  and  his  committee  for 
bringing  to  the  Senate  an  outstanding 
and  humanitarian  bill  to  improve  nutri¬ 
tion,  the  school  lunch  programs,  and  the 
special  school  milk  programs  as  we  have 
known  them  in  the  past. 

I  fully  support  the  Child  Nutrition  Act 
as  it  was  reported  to  the  Senate.  It  is  an 
excellent  bill  and  provides  much-needed 
improvements  in  our  existing  national 
school  lunch  program  and  special  milk 
program. 

One  notable  feature  of  this  bill  is  the 
initiation  of  a  pilot  breakfast  program. 
This  would  give  help  to  the  many  needy 
children  who  start  the  day  hungry,  and 
so  have  a  painful  time  doing  a  morning’s 
work. 

My  amendment  recognizes  the  fact 
that  despite  the  excellence  of  the  school 
lunch  program,  hunger  takes  no  vaca¬ 
tion.  My  amendment  would  establish  a 
special  summer  lunch  program  for 
young,  people  throughout  the  land — 
young  people  from  3  to  18  years  old. 
Those  children  who  could  pay  for  their 
lunches  would  do  so.  But  for  the  almost 
2  million  who  cannot,  the  program  would 
spell  the  difference  between  hunger  and 
health. 

Our  excellent  school  lunch  program, 
improved  by  this  bill,  recognizes  and 
helps  our  needy  children  9  months  of  the 
year.  But  a  child’s  need  to  eat  does  not 
disappear  when  school  is  out  for  the  sum¬ 
mer.  These  hungry  children  do  not  sim¬ 
ply  disappear  when  our  schools  close  in 
June. 

During  the  academic  year,  the  lunch 
program,  authorized  under  the  National 
School  Lunch  Act,  provides  nourishing 
food  to  elementary  and  secondary  school 
students  in  their  schools.  My  amend¬ 
ment  would  complement  the  regular  pro¬ 
gram.  It  would  permit  public  recreation 
centers — public  or  private  nonprofit  day 
camps — public  or  private  nonprofit 
neighborhood  child  centers — public  or 
private  nonprofit  summer  camps — or  any 
other  public  or  private  nonprofit  activity 
organized  to  promote  the  health  or  rec¬ 
reation  of  children — to  serve  lunches  to 
children  during  summer  recesses. 

Such  a  summer  lunch  program  is  badly 
needed.  During  the  3  months  of  the 
year  when  children  do  not  attend  school, 
they  should  have  the  nutritional  advan¬ 
tage  of  at  least  one  decent,  well-balanced 
meal  a  day. 

We  are  discussing  children  here,  not 
statistics.  But  statistics  tell  us  the  ex¬ 
tent  of  the  need. 

Although  most  students  who  now  get 
lunches  when  school  is  in  session  pay  for 
their  food  and  so  bear  a  substantial  part 
of  the  cost  of  this  program,  about  10 
percent  of  all  students  in  participating 
schools  are  unable  to  pay  the  price  of 
lunch.  The  percentage  in  the  cities  runs 
much  higher.  The  children  in  the  na¬ 
tionwide  10  percent  receive  their  meals 
free,  or  at  a  reduced  cost. 
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This  year,  over  18  million  children 
were  receiving  lunches  under  the  Na¬ 
tional  School  Lunch  Act.  Almost  2  mil¬ 
lion  of  these  received  their  lunches  at 
little  or  no  cost.  The  questions  that 
haunt  our  national  consciences  are  these: 
How  are  they  getting  fed  when  schools 
are  not  in  session?  How  are  they  getting 
fed  in  the  summers — on  the  weekends — 
and  during  holidays?  What  do  they  do 
for  breakfast  or  for  dinner? 

In  many  communities,  especially  in 
the  schools  in  the  slums,  children  drag 
themselves  to  school  when  they  are  ill — 
just  to  pick  up  their  lunches.  Children 
have  been  known  to  take  their  lunches 
and  sneak  away  from  school  at  mid¬ 
day — so  their  brothers  and  sisters  at 
home  could  have  a  bite  or  two  of  decent 
food.  Children  have  been  known  to  race 
to  school  early  to  get  to  the  teacher  first 
and  reserve  any  lunches  that  may  be  left 
over  from  schoolmates  who  are  absent. 
I  am  deeply  grieved  that  any  American 
child  be  so  deprived. 

Throughout  our  land,  children  are 
going  hungry  during  school  except  for 
school  lunches.  And  once  school  is  out 
of  session,  they  just  plain  go  hungry. 
This  is  the  largest  single  justification 
and  a  clearly  indisputable  argument  for 
extending  the  regular  school  lunch  pro¬ 
gram  to  cover  the  out-of-school  summer 
activities  of  young  children,  particularly 
those  in  need. 

I  do  not  think  we  show  much  respect 
for  the  facts — or  compassion  for  the 
hunger  of  children — or  commonsense  as 
to  what  is  good  for  the  Nation’s  future — 
if  we  accept  our  responsibilities  to  our 
needy  youngsters  only  during  the  180  or 
190  days  a  year  when  school  is  officially 
in  session.  For  although  the  schools  take 
a  vacation,  young  stomachs — and  hun¬ 
ger — do  not. 

In  the  last  few  years,  this  Nation  has 
shown  a  new  awareness  of  the  persist¬ 
ence  of  poverty  in  the  midst  of  abun¬ 
dance.  We  have  realized  too  that  the 
young — the  children  of  the  poor — con¬ 
stitute  a  disproportionate  percentage  of 
all  the  poor.  Experts  estimate  that  some 
17  to  23  million  young  people — or  from 
one-fourth  to  one-third  of  all  our  chil¬ 
dren — are  growing  up  in  deprivation. 

Poverty  breeds  ignorance,  crime,  and 
disease.  People  who  are  hungry  are  more 
apt  to  steal,  get  sick,  and  turn  their 
backs  on  learning.  Let  us  do  the  rea¬ 
sonable  thing.  Let  us  put  a  stop  to 
hunger.  Let  us  take  every  possible  step 
to  unrayel  the  fabric  of  poverty  in  our 
land. 

Summers  are  always  an  especially 
restless  time  in  our  slums.  Children  with 
free  time  on  their  hands — hungry  chil¬ 
dren — often  get  into  trouble.  Of  course, 
making  lunches  available  to  such  chil¬ 
dren  during  the  long,  hot  summer  is  not 
by  itself  going  to  solve  this  problem.  Yet 
it  is  one  of  the  many  steps  that  can  be 
taken  to  improve  the  outlook  and  stimu¬ 
late  the  hope  of  those  who  feel  they  have 
nothing  to  lose  and  everything  to  gain 
by  violence  and  lawlessness  and  contempt 
for  society. 

Under  the  summer  program  I  am  pro¬ 
posing,  States  will  be  generally  required 
to  match  every  $1  of  Federal  expendi¬ 
ture  with  10  cents  from  State  sources. 


For  those  with  a  pragmatic  turn  of 
mind,  we  can  find  economic  justification 
for  the  program  I  propose — as  well  as 
moral  and  social  grounds.  This  program 
would  reap  a  veritable  harvest  of  bene¬ 
fits — benefits  far  in  excess  of  the  Federal 
money  and  surplus  food  involved. 

Let  us  look  at  a  few :  Strong,  well-fed 
youth;  more  income  for  the  farmer; 
huge  market  for  food  trades;  jobs  for 
lunchroom  personnel;  constructive  out¬ 
let  for  abundant  commodities;  and,  of 
course,  well-nourished  students,  recep¬ 
tive  to  continued  instruction. 

And  consider  the  other  benefits  which 
might  arise  from  a  summer  lunch  pro¬ 
gram.  Children  who  ordinarily  would 
play  listlessly  on  the  streets  or  roam  aim¬ 
lessly  in  slum  neighborhoods  might  go 
to  wholesome  recreational  activities  at 
public  playgrounds  and  day  centers. 
Summer  day  centers,  especially  in  low- 
income  neighborhoods,  are  an  imporant 
barrier  to  antisocial  activity.  We  al¬ 
ready  have  evidence  that  with  the  ad¬ 
ditional  attraction  of  needed  free 
lunches,  such  playgrounds  and  centers 
will  be  used  more  broadly  and  construc¬ 
tively. 

In  the  past,  school  lunch  programs 
generally  have  not  been  extended 
through  the  summer  months  for  two 
reasons.  First,  under  existing  legisla¬ 
tion,  attendance  at  a  school  or  at  activi¬ 
ties  described  by  local  educational 
agencies  as  school  activities  is  a  require¬ 
ment  for  participation  in  the  school 
lunch  program.  Second,  the  amount  of 
Federal  money  available  to  the  States 
under  the  present  program  is  not  enough 
for  them  to  set  up  lunch  programs  dur¬ 
ing  the  summer. 

My  amendment  conceives  the  summer 
lunch  program  as  part  of  the  war  on 
poverty  and  not  an  exclusive  school  ac¬ 
tivity.  My  amendment  would  provide 
the  funds  necessary  to  make  lunches 
available  to  children  at  various  recrea¬ 
tion  centers,  as  I  have  outlined.  It 
would  include  community  action  pro¬ 
grams  organized  under  the  Economic 
Opportunity  Act. 

The  Federal  Government  has  shown 
itself  to  be  deeply  committed  to  the 
health  and  welfare  and  fitness  of  its 
people.  Local  government  and  private 
organizations  have  shown  their  willing¬ 
ness  and  desire  to  achieve  these  ends  as 
well.  We  know,  however,  that  local  and 
private  groups  have  limited  resources; 
they  cannot  do  the  needed  job  alone. 
The  truly  American  partnership  of  Fed¬ 
eral,  State,  and  local  agencies  can  ac¬ 
complish  what  is  urgently  needed. 

The  legislation  I  propose  and  urge  you 
to  support  will  strengthen  this  partner¬ 
ship  and  will  serve  a  highly  admirable 
goal — the  health,  happiness  and  well¬ 
being  of  our  Nation’s  children. 

It  will  correct  the  bill’s  one  basic  fault, 
that  it  is  a  9 -month  program  designed  to 
take  care  of  the  health  and  food  needs 
of  children  daring  school  months  only. 

Unfortunately  for  children,  hunger 
does  not  take  a  vacation.  Unfortunately 
for  children,  hunger  is  still  around  dur¬ 
ing  the  summer  months.  Unfortunately, 
children  can  be  just  as  hungry  in  July 
or  August  as  they  can  be  in  March,  April, 
November  or  December. 


We  must  face  the  fact  that  if  we  are 
to  take  care  of  the  health  needs  of  the 
children  of  America,  we  must  take  care 
of  the  health  needs  of  the  children  all 
year  around. 

These  youngsters  play  on  the  city 
streets.  They  wander  around  aimlessly. 
They  get  just  as  hungry  in  summer  if 
they  lack  food  and  sustenance. 

It  is  true  that  the  school  lunch  pro¬ 
gram  takes  care  of  some  18  million  chil¬ 
dren.  It  is  also  true  that  my  amend¬ 
ment  would  not  take  care  of  all  the  prob¬ 
lems  of  those  18  million  children.  But, 
out  of  those  18  million  who  are  fed  dur¬ 
ing  the  9  months  of  the  school  year, 
approximately  2  million  receive  their 
lunches  free.  They  are  children  whom 
the  school  authorities  determine  to  be 
on  the  poverty  level,  who  cannot  afford 
to  make  a  contribution  to  pay  for  their 
lunches  during  the  school  year.  But 
these  children  are  still  hungry,  and  I 
think  that  based  on  humanitarian  and 
practical  principles  we  should  take  into 
account  the  possibility  of  feeding  them 
during  the  summer  months. 

How  would  this  work  out,  and  how 
practical  would  it  be? 

Last  year,  I  received  a  call  from  a 
volunteer  worker  in  the  District  of  Co¬ 
lumbia.  She  had  worked  in  the  school 
system,  among  the  poverty-stricken  chil¬ 
dren  in  the  District,  and  she  was  con¬ 
cerned  over  the  fact  that  the  only  square 
meal  many  of  these  children  received 
was  during  the  school  lunch  period. 

I  do  not  know  this  woman,  and  I 
never  did  get  to  meet  her,  but  she  called 
me  up  and  said,  “Senator  Ribicoff,  what 
happens  to  children  during  the  summer 
months?” 

I  started  to  look  around  and  make  in¬ 
quiries  and  found  that  it  is  true  that 
these  children  had  nothing  to  eat.  I 
called  various  authorities  in  the  District 
of  Columbia.  They  discovered  that  they 
could  possibly  work  something  out  in 
the  Office  of  Economic  Opportunity, 
through  a  community  action  program. 
One  was  started  called  “Summer  Adven¬ 
tures  for  Youth  in  the  District  of  Co¬ 
lumbia.”  Part  of  that  program  was  a 
day-camp  program  built  around  the 
school  lunch  program  in  the  schools  of 
the  District  of  Columbia  and  the  recrea¬ 
tion  areas  which  served  lunches  to  chil¬ 
dren.  We  found  that  this  brought  in 
8,000  youngsters  to  be  fed.  Thus,  instead 
of  8,000  children  being  on  the  streets, 
they  were  part  of  an  organized  recrea¬ 
tion  program. 

These  8,000  youngsters  program  had 
a  step-up  program  which  evolved  to  take 
care  of  children  6  years  old  to  15  as 
against  children  3  years  old  to  6.  This 
year  there  were  some  9,000  youngsters 
in  this  particular  program  being  fed  out 
of  50-centers.  There  were  2,000  block 
components  under  block  leaders  who 
supervised.  We  served  9,000  lunches  in 
the  District  of  Columbia. 

Therefore,  out  of  commonsense  and 
plain  humanity,  should  we  not  take  into 
account  the  basic  problem  of  hungry 
youngsters? 

Hunger  does  not  take  a  vacation.  It  is 
as  simple  as  that. 
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The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  time 
of  the  Senator  from  Connecticut  has 
expired. 

Mr.  REBICOFF.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  I  may  proceed 
for  2  additional  minutes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Connecticut  is  recognized 
for  2  additional  minutes. 

Mr.  INOUYE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  Connecticut  yield? 

Mr.  RIBICOFF.  I  am  pleased  to  yield 
to  the  Senator  from  Hawaii. 

Mr.  INOUYE.  I  should  like  to  com¬ 
mend  the  Senator  from  Connecticut  for 
his  great  leadership  in  proposing  this 
very  important  amendment.  However, 

I  should  like  to  ask  him  a  question  and 
bring  to  the  Senator’s  attention  this 
phrase  in  the  amendment,  “summer 
schedule  and  summer  vacation  period.’’ 

I  am  certain  the  Senator  realizes  that 
there  are  several  places  in  the  United 
States  where,  because  of  unusual  com¬ 
munity  circumstances,  the  summer  vaca¬ 
tion  does  not  necessarily  come  in  June, 
July,  or  August.  We  have  one  such 
community  in  Hawaii  where  the  summer 
schedule  comes  in  the  fall  months,  when 
the  coffee  crop  is  harvested.  Would  the 
Senator’s  amendment  cover  those  areas 
where  the  so-called  vacation  falls  at  a 
time  other  than  the  usual  summer 
period? 

Mr.  RIBICOFF.  It  is  my  intent  that 
the  amendment  cover  a  situation  such 
as  the  Senator  mentions,  or  areas  in  the 
United  States  where,  because  of  special 
circumstances — economic,  agricultural, 
or  weather — there  is  a  period  substituted 
for  summer  as  we  usually  consider  it. 

I  would  intend  that  my  amendment 
cover  the  situation  to  allow  the  lunch 
program  to  be  extended  to  that  period 
that  is  substituted  for  the  normal  sum¬ 
mer  months  in  a  State  like  Hawaii. 

Mr.  INOUYE.  I  thank  the  Senator. 

Mr.  RIBICOFF.  Mr.  President,  I 
suggest  the  absence  of  a  quorum,  and 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  time 
for  calling  of  the  quorum  not  be  taken 
out  of  the  time  allotted  to  me. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered,  and  the  clerk 
will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to  call 
the  roll. 

Mr.  RIBICOFF.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  RIBICOFF.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
for  the  yeas  and  nays  on  my  amendment. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

Mr.  HARTKE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  Connecticut  yield? 

Mr.  RIBICOFF.  I  am  happy  to  yield 
1  minute  to  the  Senator  from  Indiana. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Indiana  is  recognized  for 
1  minute. 

THE  NEED  FOR  A  SUMMER  LTJNCH  PROGRAM 

Mr.  HARTKE.  Mr.  President,  first,  let 
me  compliment  the  Senator  from  Con¬ 
necticut  for  the  introduction  of  his 
amendment.  I  am  delighted  to  join  him 
and  hope  that  the  rest  of  the  Senate  will 
join  him  in  adopting  the  amendment. 


Mr.  President,  I  urge  the  Senate’s  fa¬ 
vorable  consideration  of  the  proposal  of 
the  distinguished  Senator  from  Connect¬ 
icut,  to  amend  S.  3467  by  the  insertion 
of  S.  2121,  Amendment  No.  637.  By  the 
addition  of  S.  2121,  we  would  establish 
a  special  summer  lunch  program  for  chil¬ 
dren  in  summer  youth  centers.  The  spe¬ 
cial  summer  lunch  program  would  com¬ 
plement  the  regular  school  lunch  pro¬ 
gram  by  providing  lunches  free  or  at  re¬ 
duced  cost  to  children  in  summer  camps 
and  other  similar  institutions,  on  the 
same  administrative  basis  as  that  of  the 
regular  school  lunch  program,  which 
runs  from  September  to  June.  I  am 
privileged  to  cosponsor  the  bill  with  Sen¬ 
ator  Ribicoff  and  support  his  efforts  on 
behalf  of  the  Nation’s  children. 

If  the  Senate  accepts  Senator  Ribi- 
coff’s  amendment,  such  a  step  would  be 
an  important  one  toward  providing  for 
the  adequate  nutrition  of  the  Nation’s 
needy  children  on  a  year-round  basis. 
We  are  making  continual  strides  forward 
in  providing  for  the  adequate  nutrition 
of  our  needy  children;  programs  such 
as  the  pilot  breakfast  and  nonfood  as¬ 
sistance  programs  proposed  in  the  bill 
now  under  discussion — S.  3467 — witness 
to  this  fact. 

The  next  logical  step  is  to  provide  for 
the  nutritional  needs  of  these  needy  chil¬ 
dren  on  a  year-round  basis.  Our  con¬ 
cern  here  is  for  child  nutrition,  Mr. 
President,  and  children  are  hungry  12 
months  a  year,  not  just  from  September 
to  June.  It  seems  worse  than  foolish  to 
provide  needy  children  with  what  often 
is  their  only  adequate  meal  of  the  day 
for  9  months  of  the  year,  and  then  dur¬ 
ing  the  summer  months  to  suspend  the 
concern  for  their  welfare  which  the 
school  lunch  program  represents.  The 
special  milk  program  has  already  set  the 
precedent:  It  is  rim  on  a  year-round 
basis.  The  rounding  out  of  our  child  nu¬ 
trition  program  seems  hardly  complete 
without  the  inclusion  of  a  summer  food 
assistance  program  to  aid  those  children 
who  most  need  our  help. 

Since  he  originally  introduced  S.  2121, 
Senator  Ribicoff  has  made  two  changes 
in  the  bill,  now  offered  as  amendment 
No.  637.  Both  changes  are  designed  to 
make  the  measure  a  more  effective  in¬ 
strument  in  meeting  the  nutritional 
needs  of  the  greatest  number  of  chil¬ 
dren.  The  first  would  change  the  age 
limits  for  eligibility  for  the  program  from 
6  to  16,  to  3  to  18  years;  the  second  would 
increase  the  appropriation  authorization 
from  $5  to  $8  million.  Preschool  partici¬ 
pants  in  summer  day  camps  and  child 
care  centers  could  have  lunch  now,  too; 
so  could  the  high  school  assistants  who 
help  care  for  the  children.  The  amend¬ 
ments  are  in  the  spirit  of  the  entire  act, 
in  the  spirit  of  satisfying  the  hunger  of 
the  Nation’s  children  as  completely  and 
as  effectively  as  we  can. 

The  Senator  from  Connecticut  has 
had  experience  in  this  general  field  of 
providing  for  those  within  the  realm 
and  sector  of  the  economy  who  basically, 
while  they  do  not  want  to  go  to  charity, 
need  help.  With  the  Senator’s  back¬ 
ground  as  a  Governor,  with  his  back¬ 
ground  as  a  member  of  the  Cabinet,  as 


one  who  was  instrumental  in  having  put 
through  a  medicare  program,  and  pro¬ 
viding  for  better  administration  in  the 
field  of  welfare,  I  urge  that  the  Senate 
adopt  his  amendment  as  a  great  step 
forward. 

Mr.  MOSS.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  Connecticut  yield  to  me? 

Mr.  RIBICOFF.  I  yield  1  minute  to 
the  Senator  from  Utah. 

Mr.  MOSS.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
pleased  to  join  the  Senator  from  Con¬ 
necticut  [Mr.  Ribicoff]  as  a  cosponsor 
of  the  amendment  which  is  pending  be¬ 
fore  the  Senate.  I  commend  the 
Senator  from  Connecticut  for  his  great 
leadership  and  his  vision  in  this  field, 
which  has  been  established  in  the  past 
as  the  school  lunch  program  and  is  now 
being  expanded  in  areas  where  there  is 
the  greatest  need. 

I  think  all  of  us  will  have  to  agree  with 
the  proposition  that  children  who  are 
not  adequately  nourished  while  attend¬ 
ing  school  cannot  be  expected  to  ac¬ 
complish  what  is  needed  in  the  way  of 
educational  goals.  That  should  not  be 
so  in  the  great  affluent  society  which  we 
have  in  the  United  States. 

I  think  the  way  has  been  pointed  by 
the  amendment  of  the  Senator  from 
Connecticut  by  which  there  can  be  a 
great  remedy  of  a  deficiency  in  our  pro¬ 
gram  to  provide  for  our  children  the 
greatest  opportunity  possible.  We  have 
recognized  officially  in  America  that  the 
foundations  of  this  Republic  are  built 
on  an  educated  electorate,  and  we  want 
our  children  to  have  the  greatest  oppor¬ 
tunity  that  it  is  possible  for  us  to  pro¬ 
vide. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
time  of  the  Senator  has  expired. 

Mr.  RIBICOFF.  I  yield  the  Senator 
from  Utah  1  additional  minute. 

Mr.  MOSS.  I  gladly  support  the 
amendment,  and  I  urge  my  colleagues 
in  the  Senate  to  support  the  amendment 
of  the  Senator  from  Connecticut.  I 
think  it  completes  the  bill. 

I  support  the  bill  wholeheartedly.  I 
think  it  is  an  important  bill  to  continue 
the  programs  we  have  started  upon  and 
to  expand  and  enlarge  them  in  the  way 
pointed  by  the  bill  and  by  the  amend¬ 
ment  which  is  pending.  Therefore,  I 
strongly  support  the  amendment  and 
urge  my  colleagues  to  support  it. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  I 
yield  myself  2  minutes. 

For  the  past  hour  and  a  half  we  have 
been  discussing  the  school  lunch  bill. 
The  pending  amendment  would  go  far 
beyond  the  purposes  that  are  funda¬ 
mental  to  our  support  of  the  school  lunch 
program.  The  amendment  provides  for 
lunch  programs  for  children  attending 
public  recreation  centers,  day  camps, 
neighborhood  child  centers,  summer 
camps,  or  similar  youth  centers. 

These  may  be  good  programs,  but  they 
do  not  belong  in  the  school  lunch  pro¬ 
gram. 

As  I  pointed  out,  the  school  lunch  pro¬ 
gram  has  been  in  effect  for  20  years  and 
it  is  confined  to  schools.  It  has 
done  a  good  job  because  it  has  been  ad¬ 
ministered  at  the  local  level,  by  the 
school  authorities,  and  by  fathers  and 
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mothers  who  benefited  from  the  school 
lunch  program. 

To  extend  the  program  to  summer 
camps  might  be  good,  but  it  would  not 
be  good  to  put  it  under  the  school  lunch 
program. 

There  are  programs  being  fostered  by 
the  Office  of  Economic  Opportunity  in 
order  to  take  care  of  summer  camps. 
The  Department  of  Health,  Education, 
and  Welfare  has  programs  in  which 
summer  school  children  are  taken  care 
of.  Under  the  special  milk  program,  the 
Department  furnishes  milk  for  its  camps. 

Let  us  not  put  the  administration  of 
those  programs  under  the  Department 
of  Agriculture  and  try  to  do  for  those 
programs  what  is  now  being  done  in  the 
schools.  The  proposed  programs  are 
out  of  school,  whereas  the  school  lunch 
programs  are  confined  to  schools. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Would  it  be  possible 
for  the  school  and  local  district  au¬ 
thorities  which  are  used  in  the  school 
lunch  program  and  special  milk  program 
to  distribute  the  milk  under  this  pro¬ 
posed  program  in  the  various  centers 
where  children  would  be  gathered  away 
from  the  school  and  outside  the  school? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  No.  As  I  have  said, 
the  school  lunch  program  has  been  very 
effective  in  the  past.  It  is  because  of 
the  cooperation  of  the  school  authorities 
and  mothers  and  fathers  that  the  pro¬ 
gram  has  been  effective.  The  school 
authorities  have  nothing  to  do  with  pub¬ 
lic  recreation  centers,  neighborhood 
child  centers,  and  many  other  out-of- 
school  programs.  I  do  not  believe  we 
ought  to  confuse  and  diffuse  the  highly 
satisfactory  camps  we  now  have  by  add¬ 
ing  programs,  the  feasibility  of  which, 
we  have  not  explored. 

I  yield  such  time  as  he  may  want  to 
the  Senator  from  Vermont. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  ask  only  for  such  time 
as  I  may  need  for  two  or  three  questions 
about  the  amendment.  First,  I  want  to 
commend  the  Senator  from  Connecticut 
for  having  such  a  worthy  objective  as 
wanting  to  see  that  children  have 
enough  to  eat  in  the  summertime.  I 
have  noticed  that  a  bill  in  the  House, 
identical  to  the  proposal  of  the  Senator 
from  Connecticut,  was  referred  to  the 
Education  and  Labor  Committee,  where 
it  can  very  well  become  an  amendment 
to  the  poverty  program.  I  believe  that 
is  where  it  should  go. 

The  Senator  from  Connecticut  is  now 
proposing  a  rather  dubious  course  or 
route  for  reaching  a  worthy  objective. 

The  first  question  I  would  like  to  ask 
him  is  how  much  this  amendment  will 
cost. 

Mr.  RIBICOFF.  My  amendment  will 
cost  one-third  of  the  amount  provided 
for  the  school  lunch  program.  Since  the 
amount  budgeted  for  9  months  is  $180 
million,  it  is  estimated  my  amendment 
will  cost  one-third,  or  some  $60  million. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  The  amendment  would 
take  effect  on  passage? 

Mr.  RIBICOFF.  The  amendment 
would  take  effect  on  passage. 

If  I  may  reply  to  the  Senator’s  com¬ 
ments,  it  is  true  that  it  is  rather  surpris¬ 


ing  that  the  Committee  on  Education 
and  Labor  in  the  House  has  reported  a 
separate  bill  similar  to  my  amendment. 
It  does  not  give  authority  to  the  poverty 
program,  but  to  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture.  It  seems  to  me  it  has  gotten 
out  of  the  hands  of  the  Agriculture 
Committee. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  It  provides  substantial 
increases  in  the  poverty  program,  to  be 
charged  to  the  Department  of  Agricul¬ 
ture. 

The  Senator  from  Connecticut  has 
said  his  amendment  is  going  to  cost  $50 
or  $60  million.  The  amendment  pro¬ 
vides  that  $8  million  shall  be  provided 
the  Secretary  for  the  purpose  of  provid¬ 
ing  nonfood  items,  I  suppose  stoves, 
refrigerators,  and  so  forth. 

Mr.  RIBICOFF.  Yes.  May  I  also 
point  out  that  the  administration  has 
already  allocated  $8  million  in  the  pro¬ 
posed  budget  for  that  purpose. 

I  point  out  further,  in  answer  to  the 
query  made  by  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  Florida,  that  that  is  exactly  what  is 
intended  by  the  amendment,  that  this 
will  be  administered  by  the  Department 
of  Agriculture  and  the  agricultural  au¬ 
thorities  who  understand  the  problem. 

I  point  out  to  the  distinguished  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Vermont  that  the  report  of 
the  House  Committee  on  Education  and 
Labor  gives  the  authority,  not  to  the 
poverty  program,  but  to  the  Secretary 
of  Agriculture. 

So  we  are  being  whipsawed  here,  be¬ 
cause  of  the  failure  to  recognize  that 
this  is  the  obligation  of  the  Department 
of  Agriculture.  The  Department  of 
Agriculture  has  the  knowledge,  the  abil¬ 
ity,  and  the  experience,  and  what  I  am 
trying  to  prevent  is  the  setting  up  of 
another  bureaucracy,  at  great  cost,  to 
administer  a  summer  lunch  program. 

The  Department  of  Agriculture  has 
the  experience  with  summer  lunch  pro¬ 
grams,  and  I  see  nothing  sacred  in  the 
title,  the  name  of  a  bill,  “The  School 
Lunch  Program.”  We  are  talking  about 
hungry  children;  we  are  not  talking 
about  the  name  of  a  program.  If  hungry 
children  can  be  fed  in  the  summertime 
through  the  mechanics  and  the  organi¬ 
zation  of  the  school  lunch  program,  why 
cannot  the  U.S.  Senate  forget  the  name 
and  see  that  hungry  children  on  vaca¬ 
tion  are  fed?  They  are  just  as  hungry 
tin  July  and  August  as  they  are  in  March 
and  April. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Has  that  bill  passed  the 
House? 

Mr.  RIBICOFF.  No,  it  is  before  the 
Rules  Committee  now. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  When  it  passes  the  House 
and  comes  to  the  Senate,  I  think  the 
Senate  should  put  it  in  its  proper  per¬ 
spective.  I  agree  with  the  Senator  from 
Connecticut  that  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  is  far  better  equipped  to 
handle  these  programs. 

But  I  hope  that  Senators,  before  they 
vote  on  the  amendment  of  the  Senator 
from  Connecticut,  will  keep  in  mind  that 
they  will  be  taking  $40  to  $50  million  out 
of  the  school  lunch  program  to  operate 
the  summer  lunch  programs.  I  am  not 
opposed  to  summer  lunch  programs,  I 
want  the  Senator  to  understand  that.  I 
am  opposed  to  the  proposed  method  of 
doing  it. 


The  House  has  approved  $157  million 
for  the  school  lunch  program  this  year. 
The  Senate  has  increased  that  figure  by 
about  $10  million. 

The  question  is,  do  we  want  to  take  at 
least  one-third  away  from  the  school 
lunch  program  to  operate  a  summer  pro¬ 
gram,  no  matter  how  worthy  it  is?  That 
is  one  of  the  questions.  We  should  un¬ 
derstand  that  to  the  extent  we  appro¬ 
priate  for  this  other  program,  we  are 
taking  away  from  the  school  lunch  pro¬ 
gram  itself. 

I  have  one  other  question — at  least  one, 
perhaps  two. 

Mr.  RIBICOFF.  May  I  answer  the 
question  on  appropriations  first  for  the 
distinguished  Senator? 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Yes. 

Mr.  RIBICOFF.  This  will  not  take 
money  away  from  the  school  lunch  pro¬ 
gram.  This  is  an  authorization,  and  the 
Appropriations  Committee  will  have  to 
appropriate.  Basically,  the  $60  mil¬ 
lion — 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  All  time 
has  expired. 

Mr.  RIBICOFF.  Has  time  on  the  bill 
expired? 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Is  there  time  remaining 
on  the  bill? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  There  is 
no  time  remaining  on  the  bill. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  No  time  remaining  on  the 
bill? 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  we  may 
have  an  additional  10  minutes,  because 
I  assumed  there  was  time  remaining  on 
the  bill. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  Senator 
from  Vermont?  The  Chair  hears  none, 
and  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  RIBICOFF.  The  Senator  from 
Vermont  made  the  query  as  to  what  the 
summer  program  would  cost.  I  made 
the  point  that  I  was  estimating  the  $60 
million  from  the  $180  million  allocated 
for  the  9  months  for  the  school  lunch 
program;  I  assumed  that  for  3  addi¬ 
tional  months,  the  cost  would  be  about 
an  additional  $60  million.  But  the  addi¬ 
tional  $60  million  would  not  come  out  of 
the  $180  million;  it  would  have  to  be 
appropriated  by  the  appropriations  com¬ 
mittee. 

Obviously  it  would  not  be  this  summer. 
By  the  time  it  gets  through  the  Senate, 
through  the  House,  and  through  confer¬ 
ence,  we  will  be  into  another  school  year. 
We  are  now  talking  about  the  summer  of 
1967,  instead  of  1966. 

So  we  will  not  be  taking  any  money  out 
of  the  normal  school  lunch  program. 
We  are  talking  about  an  authorization 
for  the  summer  of  1967,  for  which  the 
money  would  have  to  be  appropriated. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  But  the  cost  of  this  pro¬ 
gram  will  come  out  of  the  appropriation 
for  the  school  lunch  program. 

Mr.  RIBICOFF.  No;  only  if  the  ap¬ 
propriations  committee  and  Congress  so 
funded  it. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  The  bill  which  is  now 
before  us,  which  the  Senator  proposes  to 
amend,  has  a  limit. 

Mr.  RIBICOFF.  No,  there  is  no  limit. 
“For  each  fiscal  year  there  is  hereby  au¬ 
thorized  to  be  appropriated.” 

Since  this  summer  is  nearly  over,  we 
cannot  use  the  money  now,  because  it 
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will  not  be  the  law  during  the  summer  of 
1966.  It  will  only  take  effect  for  the 
summer  of  1967.  This  is  an  authoriza¬ 
tion  for  the  summer  of  1967  and  beyond. 
What  will  have  to  happen  is,  the  appro¬ 
priations  committee  will  have  to  appro¬ 
priate  for  the  summer  of  1967. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  But  the  Senator’s  amend¬ 
ment  would  take  effect  immediately. 

Mr.  RIBICOFF.  No,  it  would  not.  It 
would  have  to  take  effect  in  the  summer 
of  1967,  because  it  will  not  become  law 
during  the  summer  of  1966.  This  pro¬ 
vision  would  have  to  be  passed  by  the 
House,  and  then  would  have  to  go  to 
conference,  and  could  not  become  law 
this  summer.  It  would  therefore  take 
effect  the  summer  of  1967. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  It  was  my  understand¬ 
ing  that  it  was  to  take  effect  on  passage. 

Mr.  RIBICOFF.  That  is  also  my  un¬ 
derstanding.  Only  when  the  bill  becomes 
law. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Another  question.  The 
Senator  understands,  does  he  not,  that 
the  Federal  Government  pays  20  percent 
of  the  cost  of  the  school  lunch  programs? 

Mr.  RIBICOFF.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  The  Senator’s  amend¬ 
ment  provides  that  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  pay  90  percent  of  the  cost  of  the 
summer  programs. 

Mr.  RIBICOFF.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  So  the  percentage  to 
come  out  of  the  school  lunch  program 
would  be  that  much  heavier  for  the  sum¬ 
mer  programs. 

Mr.  RIBICOFF.  Again  may  I  say,  we 
do  not  understand  one  another.  The 
Record  should  be  made  clear:  It  is  my 
intention  that  the  summer  lunch  pro¬ 
gram  will  not  in  any  way  come  out  of  the 
appropriations,  for  the  normal  school 
lunch  program.  This  is  an  amendment 
setting  up  a  special  program  for  feeding 
children  during  the  summer  months.  It 
is  not  to  come  out  of  the  normal  school 
lunch  program,  but  only  out  of  the 
summer  lunch  program,  which  will  have 
to  be  funded  by  appropriations  by  the 
proper  appropriations  committee. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  The  Senator  is  getting 
me  confused,  if  not  himself,  because  his 
amendment  says  the  State  shall  pay  not 
less  than  10  percent  for  the  summer 
lunch  program.  The  States  pay  80  per¬ 
cent  of  the  cost  of  the  school  lunch  pro¬ 
grams. 

Mr.  RIBICOFF.  But  this  is  a  separate 
program,  and  is  an  amendment  to  the 
bill  that  is  before  us. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Then,  in  the  Senator’s 
opinion,  this  program  is  a  far  more  im¬ 
portant  program  than  the  school  lunch 
program,  in  that  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  should  pay  90  percent  of  this  cost, 
and  only  20  percent  of  the  cost  of  the 
school  lunch  program? 

Mr.  RIBICOFF.  I  do  not  think  it  is 
more  important,  but  if  it  will  change  the 
Senator’s  point  of  view,  I  will  be  glad  to 
accept  an  amendment  to  make  it  20  per¬ 
cent  and  80  percent. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Twenty  percent  for  the 
Federal  Government? 

Mr.  RIBICOFF.  Eighty  percent  for 
the  Federal  Government  and  20  percent 
for  the  States. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  That  would  only  be  four 
times  as  much  cost  to  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment  as  the  school  lunch  program? 


Mi*.  RIBICOFF.  This  is  a  program  for 
the  summertime,  and  we  recognize  the 
basic  need. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  This  program  is  intended 
to  bolster  the  poverty  program,  and  that 
is  all  there  is  to  it. 

Mr.  RIBICOFF.  May  I  say  to  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  Senator,  this  program  is  in¬ 
tended  to  feed  hungry  children  in  the 
summertime.  It  is  as  simple  as  that. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  It  is  a  very  worthy  ob¬ 
jective,  and  if  it  comes  before  the  Senate 
in  the  proper  form,  I  shall  be  delighted 
to  support  the  Senator. 

Mr.  RIBICOFF.  I  say  the  proper  time 
is  now,  when  children  are  hungry. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  All  time 
has  expired. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  I  may  have  5  additional  minutes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection?  The  Chair  hears  none,  and 
it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  No  funds  from  the  Fed¬ 
eral  school  lunch  program  can  be  dis¬ 
persed  to  segregated  summer  camps;  is 
that  correct? 

Mr.  RIBICOFF.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  We  have  in  my  State 
summer  camps,  for  example,  for  girls  of 
certain  classes.  They  would  not  be 
eligible? 

Mr.  RIBICOFF.  This  is  for  nonprofit 
summer  camps.  If  the  Senator  has  a 
camp  in  his  State  which  is  a  profitmak¬ 
ing  venture,  this  program  would  not  ap¬ 
ply  at  all.  It  is  for  nonprofit  camps.  I 
am  thinking  of  charity  camps,  such  as 
are  run  all  over  the  country  by  different 
charitable  organizations. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  But  they  would  have  to 
be  nonsegregated  in  order  to  qualify  for 
Federal  assistance? 

Mr.  RIBICOFF.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Just  one  more  ques¬ 
tion — 

Mr.  RIBICOFF.  And  I  believe  funds 
for  a  school  lunch  program  cannot  be 
paid,  at  the  present  time,  to  segregated 
schools. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  And  I  voted  for  that,  too. 

Mr.  RIBICOFF.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  One  further  question: 
If  a  State  decides  not  to  go  into  this  sum¬ 
mer  camp  business,  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  then  could  bypass  the  State  and 
deal  directly  with  a  community  or  a 
group? 

Mr.  RIBICOFF.  No.  It  would  have 
to  be  done  through  an  agency  set  up  by 
the  State  itself.  If  the  State  does  not 
set  up  an  agency,  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  cannot  come  in  and  administer  the 
program  separate  and  apart  from  the 
State. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Section  210  of  the 
amendment  of  the  Senator  states: 

If,  in  any  State,  the  appropriate  State 
agency  is  not  permitted  by  law  to  disburse 
the  funds  paid  to  it  under  this  title  to  non¬ 
profit  private  summer  youth  centers  in  the 
State,  or  is  not  permitted  by  law  to  match 
Federal  funds  made  available  for  use  by 
such  nonprofit  private  summer  youth  cen¬ 
ter,  the  Secretary  shall  withhold  from  the 
funds  apportioned  to  any  such  State  under 
sections  204  and  205  of  this  title  an  amount 
which  would  otherwise  be  made  available, 
as  determined  by  the  Secretary,  to  such  State 
on  account  of  such  nonprofit  private  sum¬ 
mer  youth  centers  in  the  State.  The  Secre¬ 
tary  shall  disburse  the  funds  so  withheld 
directly  to  the  nonprofit  private  summer 
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youth  centers  within  such  State  for  the 
same  purposes  and  subject  to  the  same  con¬ 
ditions  as  are  authorized  or  required  with 
respect  to  the  disbursements  to  other  summer 
youth  centers  within  the  State  by  the  ap¬ 
propriate  State  agency,  including  the  re¬ 
quirement  that  any  such  payment  or  pay¬ 
ments  shall  be  matched,  in  the  proportion 
specified  in  section  207  for  such  State,  by 
funds  from  sources  within  the  State  ex¬ 
pended  by  nonprofit  private  summer  youth 
centers  within  the  State  participating  in  the 
special  summer  lunch  program  for  children 
under  this  title. 

If  that  does  not  authorize  the  bypass¬ 
ing  of  a  State,  I  do  not  know  what  it 
does.  It  does  provide  that  if  the  people 
of  the  community  or  the  church  running 
the  camp  schools  desegregate  and  con¬ 
tribute  up  to  10  percent  of  the  funds,  the 
Federal  Government  will  pay  90  percent. 

Mr.  RIBICOFF.  I  know  that,  espe¬ 
cially  in  a  State  like  Vermont  or  Con¬ 
necticut,  there  are  many  communities 
and  organizations,  be  they  the  YMCA  or 
any  of  the  various  church  groups,  or  the 
New  York  Herald  Tribune  Fresh  Air 
Fund,  or  the  Hartford  Times  Fund  for 
Children,  which  run  camps  for  children. 

Let  us  say  that  the  State  of  Vermont 
does  not  feel  that  it  has  any  obligation 
to  take  care  of  children  from  Boston  or 
New  York  who  come  to  a  charitable 
camp.  Perhaps  some  youngsters  come 
from  the  slums  of  Harlem.  Under  those 
circumstances,  if  the  State  of  Vermont 
does  not  want  to  put  up  the  10  percent, 
I  think  it  only  fair  that,  if  the  charitable 
organization  puts  up  10  percent  of  the 
funds  to  feed  the  hungry  children,  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  should  provide 
funds.  We  are  talking  about  hungry 
children. 

It  is  a  different  situation  than  if  Bur¬ 
lington,  Vt.,  or  Hartford,  Conn.,  had  a 
recreation  center  in  which  the  State 
participated. 

We  are  talking  about  the  many  camps 
that  are  run  by  eleemosynary  institutions 
all  over  the  country.  There  is  no  reason 
why  the  State  of  Vermont  should  put  up 
its  funds  to  feed  these  people. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Mr.  President,  I  wanted 
to  clarify  the  position  of  whether  the 
Federal  Government  should  be  permitted 
to  bypass  a  State  government. 

Mr.  RIBICOFF.  Under  those  circum¬ 
stances  the  Secretary  could  make  ar¬ 
rangements  with  the  charitable  organi¬ 
zation. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  think  he  could,  too. 
The  Senator  from  Connecticut  has  a  very 
kind  motive  and  worthy  objective.  If  He 
were  to  take  the  proper  approach  to 
achieve  his  objective,  I  would  help  him. 

Mr.  RIBICOFF.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
1  minute  to  the  Senator  from  West 
Virginia. 

RANDOLPH  COSPONSORS  ,  RIBICOFF  SUMMER 

LUNCH  PROGRAM  AMENDMENT  TO  CHILD 

NUTRITION  ACT 

Mr.  RANDOLPH.  Mr.  President,  it 
was  my  privilege  to  be  a  cosponsor  of 
S.  2121,  the  original  bill  introduced  by 
the  distinguished  Senator  from  Connect¬ 
icut  to  create  a  summer  lunch  program: 
and  I  am  honored  today  to  join  with  him 
again  in  offering  a  slightly  revised  ver¬ 
sion  of  this  bill  as  an  amendment  to  S. 
3467,  to  amend  the  National  School 
Lunch  Act. 

At  present,  at  least  191,663  children 
in  West  Virginia  benefit  during  the 
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school  year  from  the  assistance  given  un¬ 
der  the  National  School  Lunch  Act.  But 
the  school  year  ends  in  June  and  does 
not  begin  again  until  September.  In  the 
intervening  summer  months,  while  many 
of  these  children  are  remembered  by 
State,  local,  and  Federal  agencies 
through  recreational  and  educational 
programs,  they  are  forgotten  in  terms  of 
their  physical  nourishment.  This 
amendment  would  help  to  alleviate  the 
inequity  of  the  present  situation. 

Surely,  if  we  can  substantiate  the  need 
for  a  school  program  by  pointing  out,  as 
the  Committee  on  Agriculture  and  Fores¬ 
try  did  in  its  report — 

There  is  no  question  but  that  thousands 
of  children  arrive  at  school  hungry  and  this 
inevitably  affects  their  span  of  attention  and 
conduct.  ...  In  urban  areas,  thousands  of 
children  are  in  families  where  the  mother 
must  leave  for  work  long  before  the  chil¬ 
dren  leave.  .  .  .  Breakfast  tends  to  be  a 
neglected  meal — 

Then  we  can  substantiate  the  need  for 
a  program  to  feed  those  who  are  daily  en¬ 
gaging  in  community  recreational  ac¬ 
tivities.  If  a  child  is  too  hungry  to  sit 
still  in  a  class  daily,  he  or  she  is  cer¬ 
tainly  too  hungry  for  supervised  daily 
exercise. 

I  urge  Senators  to  join  with  us  in 
adopting  an  amendment  to  the  bill 
which,  while  relatively  inexpensive,  is  de¬ 
signed  to  meet  a  very  pressing  need. 

Mr.  RIBICOFF.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
1  minute  to  the  Senator  from  New  York. 

Mr.  KENNEDY  of  New  York.  Mr. 
President,  I  am  glad  to  have  the  oppor¬ 
tunity  to  join  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  Connecticut  in  cosponsoring  his 
amendment  to  provide  summer  lunches 
for  those  children  who  would  otherwise 
not  receive  an  adequate  meal. 

This  is  an  important  amendment  be¬ 
cause  it  extends  to  the  summer  months 
assistance  that  we  provide  during  the 
rest  of  the  year.  We  have  already  recog¬ 
nized  our  responsibility  to  assist  certain 
children  during  the  9  months  of  the 
year  that  they  attend  school.  Both  as  a 
matter  of  logic  and  as  a  matter  of  com¬ 
passion  school  lunches  should  be  pro¬ 
vided  during  the  vacation  period. 

Senator  Ribicoff  has  suggested  that 
the  summer  lunches  to  be  authorized  by 
this  amendment  can  be  provided  through 
public  and  private  summer  schools  and 
others  groups  and  associations  caring  for 
children  during  the  summer  months. 
Many  of  the  same  institutions  that  pro¬ 
vide  lunches  during  the  school  year 
would  continue  to  provide  these  lunches 
during  the  summer  under  the  new  pro¬ 
gram. 

We  have  agreed  in  the  past  that  the 
hungry  child  unable  to  afford  a  decent 
meal  is  not  responsible  for  this  situation. 
And  we  have  acted  to  remedy  this  with 
an  effectively  administered  school  lunch 
program.  The  school  child  may  take  a 
vacation  from  school,  but  he  does  not 
take  a  vacation  from  hunger. 

I  strongly  support  this  amendment 
and  urge  my  colleagues  to  vote  for  it. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  All  time 
having  expired,  the  question  is  on  agree- 
ing  to  the  amendment  of  the  Senator 
from  Connecticut.  On  this  question  the 
yeas  and  nays  have  been  ordered,  and 
the  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 


The  legislative  clerk  called  the  roll. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD  (after  having  voted 
in  the  negative) .  On  this  vote  I  have  a 
pair  with  the  Senator  from  Illinois  [Mr. 
DirksenI.  If  present  and  voting,  he 
would  vote  “nay.”  If  I  were  at  liberty 
to  vote,  I  would  vote  “yea.”  Therefore, 
I  withdraw  my  vote. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  I  announce 
that  the  Senator  from  Virginia  [Mr. 
Byrd],  the  Senator  from  Pennsylvania 
[Mr.  Clark],  the  Senator  from  Connect¬ 
icut  [Mr.  Dodd],  the  Senator  from  Wyo¬ 
ming  [Mr.  McGee],  the  Senator  from 
Rhode  Island  [Mr.  Pastore],  the  Senator 
from  Rhode  Island  [Mr.  Pell],  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Virginia  [Mr.  Robertson],  the 
Senator  from  Florida  [Mr.  Smathers], 
the  Senator  from  Arkansas  [Mr.  Mc¬ 
Clellan],  and  the  Senator  from  New 
Jersey  [Mr.  Williams],  are  necessarily 
absent. 

I  also  announce  that  the  Senator  from 
New  Mexico  [Mr.  Anderson],  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Tennessee  [Mr.  Bass],  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Alaska  [Mr.  Grtjening],  the 
Senator  from  Arizona  [Mr.  Hayden],  the 
Senator  from  Georgia  [Mr.  Russell], 
and  the  Senator  from  Missouri  [Mr.  Sy¬ 
mington],  are  absent  on  official  business. 

I  further  announce  that,  if  present 
and  voting,  the  Senator  from  Connecti¬ 
cut  [Mr.  Dodd],  the  Senator  from  Alaska 
[Mr.  Gruening],  the  Senator  from  Wyo¬ 
ming  [Mr.  McGee],  and  the  Senator 
from  New  Jersey  [Mr.  Williams],  would 
each  vote  “yea.” 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  announce  that  the 
Senator  from  Wyoming  [Mr.  Simpson] 
is  necessarily  absent. 

The  Senator  from  Pennsylvania  [Mr. 
Scott]  is  absent  because  of  illness. 

The  Senator  from  Illinois  [Mr.  Dirk- 
sen],  and  the  Senator  from  Massachu¬ 
setts  [Mr.  Saltonstall],  are  detained  on 
official  business. 

If  present  and  voting,  the  Senator  from 
Massachusetts  [Mr.  Saltonstall],  the 
Senator  from  Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Scott], 
and  the  Senator  from  Wyoming  [Mr. 
Simpson]  would  each  vote  “nay.” 

The  pair  of  the  Senator  from  Illinois 
[Mr.  Dirksen]  has  been  previously  an¬ 
nounced. 

The  result  was  announced — yeas  37, 
nays  42,  as  follows: 

[No.  134  Leg.] 

YEAS— 37 


Bartlett 

Hartke 

Montoya 

Bayh 

Inouye 

Morse 

Bible 

Jackson 

Moss 

Brewster 

Javits 

Muskle 

Burdick 

Kennedy,  Mass.  Nelson 

Byrd,  W.  Va. 

Kennedy,  N.Y. 

Neuberger 

Case 

Long,  Mo. 

Proxmire 

Church 

Magnuson 

Randolph 

Douglas 

McCarthy 

Ribicoff 

Gore 

McGovern 

Tydings 

Griffin 

McIntyre 

Yarborough 

Harris 

Metcalf 

Hart 

Mondale 

NAYS— 42 

Aiken. 

Fong 

Mundt 

Allott 

Fulbright 

Murphy 

Bennett 

Hickenlooper 

Pearson 

Boggs 

Hill 

Prouty 

Cannon 

Holland 

Russell,  S.C. 

Carlson 

Hruska 

Smith 

Cooper 

Jordan,  N.C. 

Sparkman 

Cotton 

Jordan,  Idaho 

Stennis 

Curtis 

Kuchel 

Talmadge 

Dominick 

Lausche 

Thurmond 

Eastland 

Long,  La. 

Tower 

Ellender 

Miller 

Williams,  Del. 

Ervin 

Monroney 

Young,  N.  Dak. 

Fannin 

Morton 

Young,  Ohio 

Anderson 

Bass 

Byrd,  Va. 

Clark 

Dirksen 

Dodd 

Gruenlng 


NOT  VOTING— 21 


Hayden 

Mansfield 

McClellan 

McGee 

Pastore 

Pell 

Robertson 


Russell,  Ga. 

Saltonstall 

Scott 

Simpson 

Smathers 

Symington 

Williams,  N.J. 


So  Mr.  Ribicoff’s  amendment  was  re¬ 
jected. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  I 
move  that  the  Senate  reconsider  the  vote 
by  which  the  amendment  was  rejected. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  move  to  lay  that 
motion  on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
bill  is  open  to  further  amendment.  If 
there  be  no  further  amendment  to  be 
proposed,  the  question  is  on  agreeing  to 
the  committee  amendment,  in  the  nature 
of  a  substitute. 

The  committe  amendment,  in  the  na¬ 
ture  of  a  substitute,  was  agreed  to. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  the  engrossment  and  third 
reading  of  the  bill. 

The  bill  was  ordered  to  be  engrossed 
for  a  third  reading,  and  was  read  the 
third  time. 

Mr.  ALLORT.  Mr.  President,  the  spe¬ 
cial  milk  program  for  schoolchildren  has 
been  in  operation  since  1954,  and  it  has 
been  received  with  the  enthusiastic  sup¬ 
port  of  the  school  systems  and  other  par¬ 
ticipating  outlets.  It  is  a  program  of 
proven  worth. 

At  a  time  when  a  high  percentage  of 
young  Americans  cannot  meet  the  physi¬ 
cal  qualifications  of  the  military  services 
because  of  defects  traceable  to  nutri¬ 
tional  deficiencies,  earlier  efforts  by  the 
administration  to  drastically  cut  back 
the  funding  of  this  program  were,  in  my 
opinion,  “penny  wise  and  pound  foolish.” 
The  requested  budget  cut  of  $82  million 
in  the  special  milk  program  would  deny 
supplemental  milk  to  about  80  percent  of 
our  schoolchildren,  who  are  now  benefit¬ 
ing  from  this  program. 

Last  year  we  enacted  the  Elementary 
and  Secondary  Education  Act,  which  au¬ 
thorized  more  than  $1.3  billion  in  the 
first  year  in  aid  to  school  systems  to  feed 
the  hungry  minds  of  the  young,  and  we 
know  that  the  program  will  be  expanded 
in  subsequent  years.  It  seems  incredible 
that  efforts  should  now  be  made  to  seri¬ 
ously  cripple  a  program  that  is  designed 
to  feed  the  hungry  bodies  of  the  young. 

The  value  of  this  program  to  the 
health  and  dietary  habits  of  schoolchil¬ 
dren  is  well  recognized  by  school  au¬ 
thorities.  Increased  school  attendance 
and  an  improved  approach  to  learning 
are  among  some  of  the  benefits  observed 
by  teachers  and  school  administrators. 
Obviously,  a  higher  rate  of  school  at¬ 
tendance  and  an  improved  learning  atti¬ 
tude  are  factors  essential  to  achieving 
maximum  benefits  from  our  expendi¬ 
tures  under  the  Elementary  and  Second¬ 
ary  Education  Act.  It  is  false  econ¬ 
omy  to  spend  billions  to  improve  the 
quality  of  our  primary  and  secondary 
educational  systems,  and  at  the  same 
time  cut  back  drastically  on  a  program 
that  has  proven  its  worth  in  getting  the 
child  to  school  in  a  receptive  frame  of 
mind. 
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We  have  heard  much  about  poverty  in 
the  past  2  or  3  years.  In  the  final  anal¬ 
ysis,  the  only  truly  effective  weapon 
against  poverty  is  education  and  train¬ 
ing,  for  it  is  only  through  education  and 
training  that  we  can  hope  to  achieve 
lasting  results  in  our  efforts  to  combat 
poverty.  To  that  end,  the  special  milk 
program  can  be  an  effective  tool  in  help¬ 
ing  children  obtain  basic  education — a 
prerequisite  for  job  training — by  improv¬ 
ing  learning  attitudes  and  increasing 
school  attendance. 

The  House  Appropriations  Committee, 
in  its  report  on  the  fiscal  year  1967  agri¬ 
culture  appropriations  bill,  pointed  out 
that  the  special  milk  program  has  been 
so  successful  that  it  has  been  adopted  in 
many  other  countries.  Dried  milk  in 
large  quantities  has  been  shipped  over¬ 
seas  under  Public  Law  480,  our  food-forT 
peace  program,  for  use  in  the  schools  in 
those  countries  which  we  are  supplying 
aid.  Should  we  do  less  for  our  own 
children? 

According  to  departmental  figures, 
85,929  schools  and  6,076  child-care  insti¬ 
tutions  and  summer  camps  participated 
in  this  program  last  year,  and  about  3 
billion  half  pints  of  milk  were  made 
available  and  consumed.  In  my  own 
State  of  Colorado,  there  were  1,200  par¬ 
ticipating  outlets,  dispensing  nearly  27 
million  half  pints  of  milk  under  this  pro¬ 
gram.  These  figures  are  mute  evidence 
of  the  success  of  the  program,  and  while 
I  am  sure  that  the  program  can  be  im¬ 
proved,  the  fact  is  that  milk,  whose  high 
nutritional  value  has  been  recognized  by 
physicians  and  dieticians  for  genera¬ 
tions,  has  been  getting  into  the  stomachs 
of  our  children  in  greater  quantities  as  a 
result  of  the  special  milk  program.  It  is 
difficult  to  argue  with  success,  and  this 
program  has  been  a  success.  Because  of 
the  demonstrated  success  of  that  pro¬ 
gram,  I  was  happy  to  join  with  62  of  my 
colleagues  in  sponsoring  S.  2921,  a  bill 
which  would  make  the  special  milk  pro¬ 
gram  a  permanent  program. 

Essentially,  the  provisions  of  S.  2921 
have  been  incorporated  into  and  made  a 
part  of  the  measure  we  have  before  u,s  to¬ 
day,  as  section  13.  The  special  milk 
program  would  be  made  a  permanent 
program,  and  the  Secretary  would  be 
required  to  administer  the  program  in 
the  same  manner  as  it  has  been  adminis¬ 
tered  in  the  past.  This  requirement, 
coupled  with  the  increases  in  authoriza¬ 
tion  provided,  makes  the  intention  of 
Congress  clear — that  the  program  is  not 
to  be  changed. 

While  section  13  of  S.  3467  would  only 
expand  the  special  milk  program  to  a 
minor  degree,  in  my  opinion,  it  would  be 
money  well  spent,  for  who  can  put  a 
price  tag  on  the  health  and  well-being  of 
our  children?  I  know  of  no  better  in¬ 
vestment  that  this  country  can  make — 
it  is  an  investment  in  the  future. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  for  the  yeas  and 
nays  on  the  bill. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

Mr.  HARRIS.  Mr.  President,  the  bill 
we  are  considering  today,  as  reported  by 
the  Senate  Committee  on  Agriculture 
and  Forestry,  is,  I  feel,  one  of  the  most 
important  pieces  of  legislation  we  will 
consider  during  this  session  of  the  Con¬ 


gress.  It  involves  the  health  of  the 
schoolchildren  of  our  country. 

Many  of  us  in  the  Congress  were  very 
disturbed  when  the  administration 
budget  recommended  cuts  in  the  school 
lunch  and  special  milk  programs.  This 
would  have  been  a  poor  place  to  have 
made  cuts  in  expenditures. 

I  am  especially  proud,  therefore,  to 
have  had  an  opportunity  to  lend  my  sup¬ 
port  to  this  legislation,  designed  to  as¬ 
sure  a  balanced  and  nutritional  diet  for 
our  school-age  children.  S.  3467  will  ex¬ 
tend  the  National  School  Lunch  Act,  one 
of  the  great  programs  of  our  country, 
and  will  guarantee  that  the  less  for¬ 
tunate  children  attending  our  schools 
will  have  at  least  one,  and  in  some  in¬ 
stances  two,  nutritional  meals  per 
schoolday. 

I  am  especially  happy  that  the  com¬ 
mittee  has  included  in  this  bill  a  section 
which  will  extend  the  special  school  milk 
program  through  1970,  and  which  will 
provide  for  adequate  funding  of  the  pro¬ 
gram  up  to  a  maximum  of  $120  million 
per  year.  With  the  extension  of  this 
program  through  1970,  we  will  make  it 
possible  for  school  administrators 
throughout  the  country  to  plan  ade¬ 
quately  to  provide  milk  for  our  school- 
children.  I  was  a  cosponsor  of  the  Prox- 
mire  bill  to  do  this,  S.  2921. 

Also,  I  am  very  glad  that  the  commit¬ 
tee  has  included  in  this  bill  a  new  pilot 
program  to  provide  breakfast  under  the 
school  lunch  program.  This  pilot  pro¬ 
gram  is  designed  to  operate  in  those 
school  systems  which  are  located  in  areas 
of  very  low  economic  condition  and  in 
those  areas  where  children  must  ride 
long  distances  from  their  homes  to 
school. 

I  am  also  happy,  Mr.  President,  that 
the  bill  we  are  considering  provides  for  a 
nonfood  assistance  program.  This  pro¬ 
gram  is  designed  to  assist  those  schools 
located  in  areas  of  depressed  economies, 
which  are  not  now  able  to  provide  a 
school  lunch  program  due  to  a  lack  of 
adequate  facilities,  to  acquire  adequate 
facilities  to  prepare  meals  for  their 
school  lunch  programs. 

Mr.  President,  by  the  enactment  of 
this  bill  we  will  be  accepting  our  respon¬ 
sibility  to  assure  that  in  a  great  nation 
of  abundance  little  children  will  not  have 
to  suffer  from  hunger  and  malnutrition. 
The  enactment  of  this  measure  more¬ 
over,  will  be  a  real  tribute  to  the  produc¬ 
tive  capacity  of  American  agriculture. 

I  commend  the  most  able  chairman 
of  the  committee,  the  distinguished  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Louisiana  [Mr.  Ellender],  and 
the  entire  Committee  on  Agriculture  and 
Forestry  for  the  fine  job  they  have  done 
on  this  legislation.  I  trust  the  bill  will 
be  speedily  and  overwhelmingly  passed 
by  the  Senate. 

Mr.  BAYH.  Mr.  President,  it  is  a 
pleasure  for  me  to  support  S.  3467,  the 
Child  Nutrition  Act.  As  reported  re¬ 
cently  by  the  Committee  on  Agriculture 
and  Forestry,  this  bill  would  do  much  to 
strengthen  and  expand  food  service  pro¬ 
grams  for  our  children.  The  committee, 
and  especially  its  chairman,  Senator 
Ellender,  is  to  be  commended  for  this 
forward-looking,  much  needed  legisla¬ 
tion. 


I  wish  especially  today,  Mr.  President, 
to  call  attention  to  section  15,  which 
would  provide  for  assistance  to  schools 
for  food  service  facilities.  Although  the 
National  School  Lunch  Act  has  author¬ 
ized  such  assistance  for  some  years,  it 
has  not  been  properly  funded  nor  has 
congressional  plans  been  made  clear. 
This  bill  would  authorize  such  aid  on  a 
project  basis  where  specific  need  can  be 
demonstrated. 

Despite  the  rapid  expansion  of  the 
school  lunch  program  in  the  last  20  years, 
there  are  large  numbers  of  children  who 
do  not  receive  the  type  A  or  a  complete 
lunch  at  school  each  day — and  many  of 
these  children  are  those  who  need  it  the 
most.  These  9  million  youngsters,  a  sig¬ 
nificant  proportion  of  whom  are  in  the 
needy  category  attend  schools  where 
lunch  facilities  are  not  available.  Fre¬ 
quently,  the  school  which  have  been  un¬ 
able  to  have  a  lunch  program  are  small 
ones,  located  in  rural  areas.  The  same 
problem  exists  in  the  older  schools  in  the 
economically  distressed  areas  of  our  cities 
where  limited  financial  resources  make  it 
impossible  to  provide  a  lunch  service.  In 
contrast,  the  wealthier  suburban  areas 
have  been  able  to  finance  a  lunch  pro¬ 
gram  in  their  schools. 

This  lack  of  food  service  facilities  is 
not  a  problem  which  exists  in  only  a  few 
States  or  in  only  a  few  areas.  Rather, 
it  is  an  extensive  problem  and  steps  need 
to  be  taken  to  help  provide  food  service 
in  these  schools  where  the  local  com¬ 
munities  need  this  help. 

Since  the  national  school  lunch  pro¬ 
gram  is  locally  oriented,  the  responsi¬ 
bility  for  providing  food  service  equip¬ 
ment  is  likewise  a  local  one.  However, 
many  of  the  economically  distressed 
areas  are  not  financially  able  to  bear 
the  whole  of  this  burden.  Further,  edu¬ 
cators  have  found  that  “you  cannot 
teach  a  hungry  child” — and  the  notice¬ 
able  improvement  in  attendance,  atten¬ 
tion  span  and  academic  achievements 
when  a  lunch  service  is  initiated  attest 
to  the  validity  of  this  principle. 

It  is  for  these  reasons,  therefore,  that 
I  firmly  believe  that  every  school  child 
regardless  of  his  parent’s  income  or  his 
neighborhood  should  have  the  opportun¬ 
ity  to  have  an  adequate  nutritious  school 
lunch  and  strongly  support  the  inclusion 
of  section  15 — to  assist  the  schools  in 
low-income  areas  to  acquire  food  service 
equipment. 

This  section  does  not  completely  re¬ 
lieve  the  local  community  of  either  its 
financial  responsibility  or  its  social  obli¬ 
gations  for  providing  nutritious  lunches 
to  its  children.  To  the  contrary,  it  con¬ 
templates  the  supplementation  of  the 
Federal  funds  because  one-fourth  of  the 
cost  of  any  new  food  service  equipment 
must  be  borne  locally.  Also  involved  is 
the  determination  of  local  needs,  the  de¬ 
velopment  of  a  project  type  application, 
and  justification  of  need  for  such  assist¬ 
ance  by  the  community. 

Mr.  CANNON.  Mr.  President,  I  en¬ 
thusiastically  endorse  the  amendments 
to  the  National  School  Lunch  Act  pro¬ 
posed  in  S.  3467.  I  especially  applaud 
the  extension  of  the  special  milk  program 
and  the  Agriculture  Committee’s  em¬ 
phasis  that  this  vital  program  should  be 
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administered  as  it  has  been  in  the  past. 
The  authorizations — essentially  as  stipu¬ 
lated  in  S.  2921,  which  I  cosponsored— 
signify  an  adequate  level  of  funding  for 
a  program  that  has  contributed  signifi¬ 
cantly  to  the  improvement  of  child  nu¬ 
trition  throughout  the  country.  In 
Nevada,  these  authorizations  mean  that 
school  children  in  189  public  school  at¬ 
tendance  areas  will  continue  to  receive, 
at  reduced  cost,  500,000  one-half  pints  of 
whole  fluid  milk  monthly. 

This  program  has  been  immensely  suc¬ 
cessful  in  my  State  and  other  States 
since  its  inception  in  1954.  It  is  there¬ 
fore  appropriate  that  it  be  included  as 
part  of  the  total,  coordinated  child  nu¬ 
trition  program  in  the  legislation  before 
us.  A  major  part  of  this  coordinated 
program  is  the  national  school  lunch 
program.  As  specified  by  the  committee, 
this  highly  successful  program  will  con¬ 
tinue  to  be  operated  along  the  same  lines 
as  in  the  past.  It  will  therefore  enable 
19,083  Nevada  children  in  112  public 
school  attendance  areas  to  continue  to 
receive  well-balanced  lunches. 

The  benefit  of  nutritious  lunches  and 
milk  for  schoolchildren  is  irrefutable: 
regardless  of  their  family  income  brac¬ 
ket,  children  with  hungry  stomachs  must 
be  fed  so  that  their  hungry  minds  can 
learn.  Schoolchildren,  however,  are  not 
the  only  beneficiaries  of  this  legislation. 

As  stated  in  the  committee  report,  the 
school  lunch  program  also  increases  the 
market  for  American  farmers.  Of  par¬ 
ticular  importance  is  the  market  pro¬ 
vided  for  the  American  dairy  farmer  by 
the  special  milk  program:  the  milk  con¬ 
sumed  under  this  program  represents  al¬ 
most  3  percent  of  all  nonfarm  consump¬ 
tion  of  fluid  whole  milk.  This  is  not  a 
negligible  factor  in  an  enterprise  that  is 
vulnerable  to  marginal  swings  in  pro¬ 
duction. 

Mr.  President,  for  the  benefit  of  the 
Nation’s  schoolchildren  and  the  dairy  in¬ 
dustry,  I  urge  the  passage  of  this  im¬ 
portant  bill. 

Mr.  TOWER.  Mr.  President,  for  some 
years  now,  a  highly  successful  program 
of  assistance  to  schools  for  school  lunch 
programs  has  been  in  effect.  The  gene¬ 
sis  of  this  program  was  in  the  1930’s, 
when  the  Department  of  Agriculture  was 
given  authority  to  donate  surplus  food¬ 
stuffs  to  schools  so  that  needy  children 
could  be  supplied  free  lunches. 

The  program  has  evolved  since  that 
time  with  the  major  change  coming  in 
1946  at  the  time  of  passage  of  the  Na¬ 
tional  School  Lunch  Act,  which  provided 
for  continuity  of  the  program  regardless 
of  the  particular  market  situations  for 
farm  products  as  they  vary  from  year  to 
year. 

That  the  program  has  been  successful 
and  has  accomplished  a  definite  good  is 
incontestable.  Responsibility  for  the 
program  administration  was  left  at  a 
State  level  and  at  a  local  school  board 
level.  Therein,  I  think,  lies  one  impor¬ 
tant  reason  for  the  success  of  the  pro¬ 
gram.  The  wiser  decision  followed,  in  a 
number  of  instances,  when  it  was  left  to 
the  discretion  of  local  boards,  school  offi¬ 
cials,  and  parents  and  teachers  associa¬ 
tions. 


Before  the  Senate  today  is  a  bill  which 
would  expand  the  program  by  incorpor¬ 
ating  new  programs,  including  a  special 
milk  program. 

I  am  a  cosponsor  of  S.  2921,  a  bill  which 
would  provide  and  make  permanent  a 
national  program  to  make  surplus  milk 
available  to  needy  school  children. 

The  present  legislation  has  been  re¬ 
vised  from  its  original  form  so  that  the 
program  provided  for  in  S.  2921  has  been 
substantially  embodied  in  this  bill. 
Those  provisions  which  have  worked  so 
well  in  the  present  program  are  retained 
in  this  bill. 

The  benefits  to  needy  children  are  ob¬ 
vious.  Although  this  is  the  primary  ob¬ 
jective  of  the  Child  Nutrition  Act,  farm¬ 
ers  wil  benefit  in  that  there  will  be  an 
increased  market  for  meats,  poultry, 
eggs,  fruits,  and  vegetables,  and  milk 
and  dairy  products.  It  is  estimated  that 
the  program  will  provide  a  total  annual 
business  of  about  $1.5  billion  for  farmers 
and  ranchers.  Federal  contributions 
account  for  only  20  percent  of  this 
amount. 

It  is  also  significant  that  local  mer¬ 
chants  who  provide  the’ food  and  services 
for  the  program  are  major  beneficiaries. 

This  seems  a  deserving  and  worth¬ 
while  program,  Mr.  President,  which  has 
a  history  of  successful  administration. 
I  supported  the  special  milk  program 
proposal,  and  I  support  and  will  vote  for 
this  worthy  legislation.  I  urge  my  col¬ 
leagues  to  vote  for  the  bill. 

Mr.  HARTKE.  Mr.  President,  a  com¬ 
prehensive  program  for  child  nutrition — 
S.  3467. 

Mr.  President,  I  urge  the  Senate’s  fav¬ 
orable  consideration  of  S.  3467,  as  amend¬ 
ed  by  the  Senate  Agriculture  Committee. 
The  present  welfare  of  the  Nation’s 
schoolchildren  is  a  subject  of  overwhelm¬ 
ing  importance  to  all  of  us,  for  it  will 
help  determine  the  future  welfare  of  the 
entire  Nation.  The  bill  as  amended  will, 
/L  believe,  be  a  significant  step  in  the  ef¬ 
fort  to  insure  an  adequate  standard  of 
•nutrition  for  all  children,  regardless  of 
the  parents’  economic  status. 

The  pilot  breakfast  and  nonfood 
assistance  programs  are  aimed  specifical¬ 
ly  at  insuring  that  no  needy  child  face 
the  prospect  of  attempting  to  leam  on  an 
empty  stomach.  These  proposals  go  far 
toward  equalizing  the  very  opportunity 
to  learn — and  surely  the  equal  opportun¬ 
ity  to  learn  is  the  basic  ingredient  in  the 
operation  of  any  democratic  system. 

I  am  especially  concerned  with  the 
special  milk  program  section  13,  of  the 
bill,  now  under  consideration.  In  the  11 
years  of  its  existence,  the  special  milk 
program  has  provided  milk  free  or  at  re¬ 
duced  prices  to  literally  millions  of 
schoolchildren.  This  concrete  invest¬ 
ment  in  the  Nation’s  future  cannot  be 
jeopardized,  either  by  uncertainty  of  con¬ 
tinuance  or  by  inadequate  funding. 

It  was  my  fear,  earlier  in  the  year,  that 
both  of  these  eventualities  would  in  fact 
come  to  pass  in  the  original,  unamended 
version  of  S.  3467,  which  extended  the 
program  for  4  years  and  established  a 
ceiling  of  $100  million — a  ceiling  inade¬ 
quate  to  provide  for  projected  program 
expansion  in  the  future. 


In  the  face  of  these  threats  to  the 
program’s  future  I  cosponsored  a  bill 
introduced  by  the  distinguished  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Wisconsin,  Senator  Proxmire. 
The  bill,  S.  2921,  would  establish  the 
special  milk  program  on  a  permanent 
basis  with  minimum  appropriations 
guidelines. 

I  was  pleased  to  see  that  the  Agricul¬ 
ture  Committee  amendments,  while  they 
do  not  duplicate  Senator  Proxmire’s 
proposal,  come  within  my  expectations 
and  assure  us  that  the  needed  expansion 
of  the  program  will  take  place.  Appro¬ 
priations  guidelines  of  $110  million  for 
fiscal  year  1967;  $115  million  for  1968; 
and  $120  million  for  fiscal  years  1969  and 
1970  have  been  established  as  Federal 
appropriations  ceilings.  Thus  the  con¬ 
tinued  operation  of  the  program  along 
its  present  lines — lines  which  have 
proven  so  successful  over  the  past  11 
years — is  further  insured.  The  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Agriculture  is  required  by  S.  3467 
to  administer  the  program  as  closely  in 
line  with  past  policies  and  practices  as 
is  feasible. 

I  urge  the  Senate’s  approval  of  S.  3467, 
the  Child  Nutrition  Act,  which  is  so 
important  to  the  welfare  of  our  Nation’s 
children  and  the  future  of  our  country. 
I  commend  Senator  Proxmire  for  so  suc¬ 
cessfully  guiding  the  effort  to  insure  the 
continued  success  of  the  special  milk 
program. 

Mr.  McGOVERN.  Mr.  President,  I 
would  like  to  express  my  strong  support 
for  S.  3467.  The  bill  reaffirms  the  con¬ 
fidence  of  the  Congress  in  the  ap¬ 
proaches,  administration,  and  operation 
of  the  20-year-old  National  School  Lunch 
Act.  The  lines  of  administration  re¬ 
main  intact  for  the  new  proposals — from 
the  U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture 
through  the  State  educational  agency  to 
the  local  school.  Local  school  boards  re¬ 
tain  the  basic  operating  responsibility. 
There  will  be  required  the  same  kind  of 
sustained  local  initiative  and  support 
that  is  so  essential  to  a  sound  lunch  pro¬ 
gram.  In  the  case  of  the  breakfast  pro¬ 
gram,  there  will  be  nutritional  standards 
that  eligible  schools  will  agree  to  meet 
as  a  condition  of  Federal  support.  They 
have  been  doing  this  for  years  under  the 
lunch  program  and  have  found  these 
standards  to  be  reasonable  and  helpful. 

I  want  to  emphasize  particularly  that 
these jiew  programs  do  not  mean  a  reduc¬ 
tion  in  the  old  school  lunch  program,  or 
in  the  special  milk  program  funds.  Pro¬ 
posals  to  cut  them  have  been  defeated 
and  that  fact  has  now  been  accepted. 
The  act  before  us  extends  the  milk  pro¬ 
gram  for  3  years  beyond  next  June  30. 
The  school  lunch  program  is  expanded  to 
provide  greater  assistance  to  the  children 
of  needy  families,  facilities  for  serving 
food  where  a  school  district  cannot  af¬ 
ford  them,  and  school  breakfasts  where 
need  exists. 

Local  school  authorities  will  deter¬ 
mine  those  students  who  can  afford  to 
pay  little  or  nothing  for  food  service  at 
school.  They  are  urged  to  consult  with 
local  health  and  welfare  authorities  to 
the  extent  possible  to  assure  that  they 
are  reaching  the  neediest  children.  This 
is  nothing  new.  The  schools  have  been 
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doing  this  under  the  school  lunch  pro¬ 
gram  for  20  years  in  a  limited  degree. 
Wherever  these  programs  are  in  opera¬ 
tion,  they  are  open  to  all  children  and 
those  who  can  afford  to  pay  the  price  of 
the  meal  are  expected  to  do  so. 

Most  of  the  food  for  the  breakfast  pro¬ 
gram  and  all  of  the  milk  for  the  milk 
program  will  be  purchased  from  local 
merchants  and  the  same  will  be  true  of 
the  equipment  procured  to  initiate  or 
expand  food  service. 

Right  now,  the  national  school  lunch 
program  is  a  $1.5  billion  big  business  that 
is  handled  by  thousands  of  small  busi¬ 
nesses  from  coast  to  coast.  The  Federal 
Government  pays  only  about  one-fifth  of 
the  cost.  The  people  who  manage  these 
lunch  programs  are  serious  and  dedi¬ 
cated  and  they  can  be  expected  to  apply 
their  skills  and  talents  to  make  effective 
use  of  the  new  activities  we  are  making 
available  to  them.  They  know  and  un¬ 
derstand  the  importance  of  good  nutri¬ 
tion  for  children  and  they  know  and 
understand  how  to  go  about  providing 
this  good  nutrition.'  This  sounds  easy, 
but  it  is  not.  There  are  the  day-in,  day- 
out  problems  of  menu  planning,  food 
storage  and  sanitation  and  budgeting  to 
provide  an  attractive  meal  at  the  lowest 
possible  cost. 

Our  school  lunch  and  milk  programs 
are  this  Nation’s  finest  insurance  of  a 
strong,  healthy,  mentally  alert  genera¬ 
tion  of  young  Americans.  I  hope  the  bill 
will  be  overwhelmingly  approved. 

RANDOLPH  SUPPORTS  VITAL  SCHOOL  MILK- 

SCHOOL  LUNCH  PROGRAM  OF  BENEFIT  TO 

WEST  VIRGINIA  CHILDREN 

Mr.  RANDOLPH.  Mr.  President,  it  is 
my  privilege  and  my  responsibility  to 
support  S.  3467,  to-  amend  the  National 
School  Lunch  Act.  I  had,  earlier  in 
this  session,  cosponsored  two  similar 
bills  and  had  hoped  to  see  them  enacted 
into  law.  The  legislation  before  us  to¬ 
day,  however,  will  strengthen  the  exist¬ 
ing  program  and  provide  for  a  needed  3- 
year  extension  of  the  benefits  being 
realized  by  our  children  through  the  as¬ 
sistance  this  program  affords. 

Over  the  past  few  months,  I  have  re¬ 
ceived  many  letters  from  constituents  in 
West  Virginia  pertaining  to  the  school 
milk  and  school  lunch  legislation.  The 
writers  expressed  concern  that  certain 
originial  proposals  sent  to  the  Congress 
in  the  first  months  of  this  session  would 
tend  to  weaken  these  beneficial  assist¬ 
ance  programs.  These  West  Virginians 
are  among  many  of  our  American  citi¬ 
zens  who  have  come  to  depend  on  the 
benefits  our  children  receive  through  the 
free  or  reduced-price  milk  and  lunch 
assistance  in  our  elementary  and  sec¬ 
ondary  schools. 

In  my  State,  Mr.  President,  we  have 
1,402  schools  where  191,663  children,  or 
42.3  percent  of  our  total  elementary  and 
secondary  school  enrollment,  benefit 
from  this  sustenance.  According  to  the 
most  recent  data  available,  15.7  percent, 
or  almost  one-sixth,  of  the  31,608,541 
school  lunches  served  in  West  Virginia 
in  1964-65  were  free  or  reduced-price 
lunches  made  available  under  the  Na¬ 
tional  School  Lunch  Act. 

For  the  benefit,  therefore,  of  almost 
200,000  West  Virginia  children,  who  need 


the  nourishment  afforded  under  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  this  act,  I  am  pleased  to  join 
with  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
Louisiana  [Mr.  Ellender],  chairman  of 
the  Committee  on  Agriculture  and  For¬ 
estry,  and  his  fine  colleagues,  who  have 
recommended  to  us  a  bill  which  is  rea¬ 
sonable,  practicable,  and  responsive  to 
the  needs  of  the  Nation’s  children. 

STRENGTHENING  THE  NATIONAL  SCHOOL  LUNCH 
PROGRAM 

Mr.  YARBOROUGH.  Mr.  President, 
for  a  generation  now  our  American  edu¬ 
cation  effort  has  been  strengthened  by 
the  national  school  lunch  program.  We 
have  learned  through  experience  that 
the  learning  process  functions  best  when 
a  child  has  enough  to  eat.  We  know 
that  good  nutrition  is  basic  to  a  healthy, 
alert  child,  and  to  an  inquisitive  mind. 

This  year  more  than  18  million  chil¬ 
dren  will  receive  nutritious  lunches  at 
school.  About  2  million  of  these  will  be 
free  or  at  reduced  prices  for  children 
who  could  not  otherwise  afford  them.  In 
some  cases  this  will  be  the  only  well  bal¬ 
anced  meal  the  child  will  receive  all  day. 
The  program  has  grown  steadiy  over  the 
years  but  there  are  still  9  million  children 
in  schools  with  no  food  service.  One 
million  of  these  are  children  of  poverty 
who  should  have  a  free  or  reduced  price 
meal. 

S.  3467  will  carry  forward  the  good 
work  of  the  National  School  Lunch  Act. 
Under  the  special  milk  program  for  chil¬ 
dren  the  dietary  benefits  our  youngsters 
have  been  receiving  from  subsidized  milk 
will  be  assured  through  1970.  However, 
I  would  have  preferred  to  have  this  pro¬ 
gram  made  permanent,  as  it  would  be  in 
the  Froxmire  bill,  S.  2921,  of  which  I 
am  a  cosponsor.  Under  the  nonfood  as¬ 
sistance  program  schools  without  food 
service  facilities  will  be  eligible  for  Fed¬ 
eral  assistance  up  to  75  percent  for  food 
service  projects  to  meet  their  students 
nutritional  needs. 

A  new  and  particular  valuable  feature 
of  S.  3467  is  the  pilot  breakfast  program. 
Schools  whose  students  come  from  poor 
economic  areas  and  those  whose  students 
must  travel  long  distances  will  be  eligible. 
Thousands  of  children  arrive  at  school 
hungry  and  this  inevitably  effects  their 
span  of  attention  and  conduct.  In  rural 
areas,  children  frequently  ride  the  bus 
for  as  much  as  an  hour  or  more  and  then 
stand  around  and  wait  for  school  to 
start.  These  children  leave  home  early 
and  time  often  does  not  allow  for  ade¬ 
quate  breakfast.  They  often  must  wait 
for  6  to  8  hours  for  lunch.  In  urban 
areas,  thousands  of  children  are  in  fami¬ 
lies  where  the  mother  must  leave  for 
work  long  before  the  children  leave  for 
school.  Breakfast  tends  to  be  a  ne¬ 
glected  meal.  The  new  program  author¬ 
izes  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to  pro¬ 
vide  up  to  90  percent  of  the  operating 
costs  of  programs  to  provide  free  or  re¬ 
duced  price  breakfasts  for  students  in 
these  schools. 

This  program  has  wide  support  in  Tex¬ 
as  by  those  whose  experience  has  made 
them  most  keenly  aware  of  the  good  it 
will  accomplish.  I  request  the  unani¬ 
mous  consent  of  the  Senate  to  insert  a 
letter  from  Mr.  Charles  M.  Hicks,  chief 
consultant  of  the  school  lunch  program 


of  the  State  of  Texas,  who  notes  that 
“the  bill  includes  the  best  features  of 
the  President’s  Child  Nutrition  Act  of 
1966— H.R.  13361.” 

There  being  no  objection,  the  letter 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows : 

Texas  Education  Agency, 
Austin,  Tex.,  June  17,  1966. 
Hon.  Ralph  W.  Yarborough, 

U.S.  Senate,  Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Senator  Yarborough:  I  have  studied 

5.  3467  by  Senator  Ellender  of  Louisiana 
which  was  introduced  in  the  Senate  on  June 

6,  1966.  I  am  highly  in  favor  of  this  bill  as  it 
does  not  reduce  the  amount  of  funds  for  the 
lunch  and  milk  programs  but  it  includes  the 
best  features  of  the  President’s  Child  Nutri¬ 
tion  Act  of  1966  (H.R.  13361).  You  have  al¬ 
ways  supported  the  lunch  and  milk  programs 
and  X  feel  sure  you  will  support  S.  3467. 

We  have  had  an  increase  in  the  lunch  pro¬ 
gram  the  last  few  months  of  the  past  school 
year.  Many  school  districts  used  part  of 
their  Title  I  funds  under  the  Elementary  and 
Secondary  Education  Act  of  1965  for  addi¬ 
tional  free  lunches.  Our  records  show  that 
$2,742,962  of  Title  I  funds  were  budgeted  for 
food  service  out  of  the  $74,337,711  allocated 
to  Texas.  For  the  last  several  years  the  in¬ 
crease  in  the  appropriation  for  school  lunch 
has  been  enough  to  take  care  of  our  increase 
in  participation  and  allow  us  to  reimburse 
schools  5  cents  per  lunch.  However,  for  the 
year  just  completed,  we  had  to  reduce  the 
rates  in  April  to  3  cents  per  lunch  and  we 
estimate  that  the  rate  for  May  will  also  be 
3  cents.  This  is  less  than  the  reimburse¬ 
ment  for  extra  milk. 

Houston  entered  the  Special  Milk  Program 
on  September  20,  1965  and  San  Antonio  cn 
February  24,  1966. 

I  estimate  that  Texas  schools  will  serve 
150,000,000  lunches  under  the  National 
School  Lunch  Program  in  1966-67.  This  will 
require  7%  million  dollars  in  order  to  reim¬ 
burse  schools  5  cents  per  lunch.  I  hope  that 
Congress  will  provide  enough  funds  for  us  to 
reimburse  schools  5  cents.  I  urge  you  to 
support  and  use  your  influence  in  behalf  of 
sufficient  appropriation  for  5  cent  reimburse¬ 
ment  for  all  schools. 

Also,  I  am  interested  in  Section  11  of  the 
National  School  Lunch  Act.  We  used  the 
funds  allocated  to  Texas  this  past  year  and 
we  were  able  to  help  31  schools  extend  their 
program.  I  hope  Congress  will  appropriate 
at  least  12  million  dollars  for  this  section, 
which  is  the  amount  the  President  recom¬ 
mended  in  the  Child  Nutrition  Act  of  1966. 

We  appreciate  the  support  you  have  given 
these  programs  in  the  past. 

With  kindest  personal  regards,  I  am. 
Sincerely, 

Chas.  M.  Hicks, 

Chief  Consultant,  School  Lunch  Program. 

Mr.  YARBOROUGH.  Mr.  President, 
let  the  good  work  go  forward.  Let  it  not 
be  said  in  our  land  of  abundance  any 
child  is  unable  to  leam  because  he  is 
hungry. 

centralization  of  administration 

Mr.  TALMADGE.  Mr.  President,  I 
would  like  particularly  to  call  to  the  at¬ 
tention  of  my  colleagues,  the  committee’s 
firm  statement  in  the  report  on  S.  3467 
on  the  need  for  centralization  of  admin¬ 
istration  of  child  feeding  programs.  I 
thoroughly  concur  with  what  they  had  to 
.say  in  this  respect: 

New  section  24  would  centralize  in  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Agriculture  the  administration 
of  all  Federal  programs  designed  to  provide 
assistance  to  school  food  service  programs. 
To  the  extent  practicable  other  Federal  agen¬ 
cies  would  be  required  to  transfer  to  the 
Department  of  Agriculture  any  funds  to  be 
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used  for  such  assistance.  The  purpose  of 
the  Committee  is  that  Federal  assistance  not 
he  dissipated  by  being  divided  among  vari¬ 
ous  agencies  and  administered  under  vary¬ 
ing  regulations  through  varying  local 
agencies. 

In  view  of  the  proliferation  of  child  feed¬ 
ing  programs  in  schools,  sponsored  and  fi¬ 
nanced  by  several  agencies  of  the  Federal 
Government,  under  varying  regulations  and 
standards,  it  seems  time  to  express  the  in¬ 
tent  of  Congress  that  these  programs  be 
brought  under  the  supervision  of  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Agriculture.  .  .  . 

There  was  considerable  discussion  on 
this  point  in  the  committee  hearings.  We 
are  in  no  way  criticizing  the  efforts  of 
these  other  agencies.  There  is  still  a 
great  deal  to  be  done  in  the  way  of  im¬ 
proving  child  nutrition  in  this  country 
and  these  other  agencies  were  simply  re¬ 
sponding  to  a  need.  Now  that  we  are 
moving  to  broaden  the  authority  of  the 
Department  of  Agriculture  in  child  food 
service,  we  want  to  make  it  as  clear  as 
possible  that  this  agency  and  its  coop¬ 
erating  State  and  local  authorities  bear 
the  full  responsibility  for  closing  existing 
gaps. 

There  was  testimony  from  public  wit¬ 
nesses  as  to  the  confusion  that  has  arisen 
in  States  and  in  communities  over  di¬ 
vided  authority  in  this  field.  We  need  to 
get  back  on  the  track  in  this  respect  and 
I  believe  the  committee’s  statement  does 
the  job. 

Mr.  COOPER.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
very  glad  today  to  support  S.  3467,  the 
bill  to  amend  the  National  School  Lunch 
Act  to  include  a  3 -year  extension  of  the 
special  milk  program,  a  pilot  breakfast 
program,  and  non-food  assistance  to 
schools  unable  to  finance  feeding  facili¬ 
ties. 

Over  the  years,  the  school  lunch  pro¬ 
gram  has  been  one  of  our  most  con¬ 
structive  means  of  disposing  of  surplus 
agricultural  commodities.  It  has  also, 
during  its  20-year  operation,  proved  to  be 
one  of  the  best  examples  of  cooperation 
among  the  Federal,  State  and  local  au¬ 
thorities,  with  the  local  communities  and 
school  boards  assuming  the  largest  re¬ 
sponsibility.  But,  its  greatest  purpose 
is  to  help  in  providing  a  nutritious  hot 
lunch  to  schoolchildren,  and  certainly 
to  those  children  who  are  the  neediest. 

As  pointed  out  in  the  report  of  the 
Committee  on  Agriculture,  on  which  I 
serve,  children  received  surplus  foods 
through  the  schools  as  early  as  the  1930’s 
although  the  availability  of  the  foods 
fluctuated.  Within  the  next  decade, 
section  32  funds  were  made  available 
for  a  lunch  program,  but  it  was  not  until 
1946  that  the  program  was  put  on  a 
permanent  basis. 

I  first  came  to  the  Senate  in  1947,  and 
it  has  been  my  pleasure  to  support  the 
school  lunch  program  ever  since,  as  I 
have  supported  the  special  milk  program, 
the  food  stamp  program,  and  disposal  of 
surplus  foods  through  Public  Law  480. 
These  programs  are  good  programs.  I 
introduced  the  amendment,  which  was 
enacted  into  law,  providing  that  surplus 
foods  should  be  available  to  our  own  peo¬ 
ple  first  before  donation  or  sale  abroad. 
I  have  also  urged  Secretaries  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  to  provide  a  better  variety  and  in¬ 


crease  the  nutritional  value  of  the  foods 
distributed  to  needy  families. 

During  the  1964-65  school  year,  2.8 
billion  lunches  were  served  in  71,000 
schools  throughout  the  country.  In  my 
State  of  Kentucky,  over  77  million 
lunches  were  served,  of  which  13.7  per¬ 
cent  were  served  at  a  reduced  price ;  and 
it  is  estimated  that  the  total  number  of 
hot  meals  will  reach  80  million  lunches 
in  Kentucky  in  the  1966-67  school  year. 
Kentucky  has  made  fine  progress  under 
this  program,  and  I  call  attention  to  the 
diligence  and  foresight  of  Mr.  C.  E. 
Bevins,  the  Kentucky  director  of  school 
lunch,  who  has  directed  assistance  into 
a  great  many  remote  and  rural  schools, 
even  before  the  Congress  provided  funds 
under  section  11  of  the  National  School 
Lunch  Act.  Many  of  these  districts, 
lacking  funds  to  set  up  a  lunch  program, 
were  able  to  secure  money  through  the 
Economy  Opportunity  Act  or  the  Ele¬ 
mentary  and  Secondary  Education  Act, 
both  of  which  I  have  supported  in  the 
Senate. 

Last  year,  I  urged  and  supported  the 
amendment  to  the  agricultural  appro¬ 
priations  bill,  to  provide  the  first  $2  mil¬ 
lion  for  special  assistance  under  section 
11,  added  by  the  Congress  in  1962;  and, 
under  its  first  allocation  under  section 
11,  Kentucky  opened  programs  in  54 
schools.  I  hope  very  much  the  Senate 
Appropriations  Committee  will  recom¬ 
mend  the  full  $6.5  million  for  section  11, 
as  requested  by  the  administration,  to 
reach  the  neediest  children;  and  this 
amount  can  be  provided  by  reducing  ap¬ 
propriations  for  other  sections  of  the 
bill. 

Earlier  this  year,  Mr.  Bevins  published 
a  comprehensive  survey  of  the  feeding 
programs  in  Kentucky.  And  Secretary 
Freeman,  testifying  before  the  Senate 
Agriculture  Committee  on  June  21,  sum¬ 
marized  the  growth  of  the  program  in 
my  State.  I  ask  unanimously  consent 
that  his  remarks  about  Kentucky  appear 
in  the  Record  at  this  point  in  my 
remarks. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  remarks 
were  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

In  the  winter  of  1962-63,  through  the  vig¬ 
orous  cooperation  of  the  Kentucky  State 
school  lunch  staff  and  local  officials,  we  tried 
another  approach  to  getting  a  lunch  pro¬ 
gram  started  in  isolated  one-  and  two-room 
schools  in  the  Appalachian  area  of  eastern 
Kentucky. 

In  the  course  of  several  months  we  were 
able  to  start  a  lunch  program  in  380  schools 
with  an  enrollment  of  about  11,000  children. 
In  most  of  these  schools,  space  for  food  stor¬ 
age,  preparation,  and  service  was  virtually 
nonexistent.  Sanitation  facilities  were  no 
better.  But  the  job  was  done,  using  two- 
burner  hotplates,  second-hand  refrigerators 
and  asking  the  children  to  bring  a  plate  and 
utensils  from  home. 

The  State  School  Lunch  Director  diverted 
extra  Federal  school  lunch  money  to  these 
schools  as  well  as  extra  donated  commodi¬ 
ties  to  provide  a  type  A  lunch.  As  you  can 
well  imagine,  this  whole  program  required  an 
enormous  effort  and  cooperation  among  all 
those  involved,  and  the  results  in  terms  of 
improved  health,  attendance,  and  attention 
among  participating  children  made  the  ef¬ 
fort  more  than  worthwhile. 


Mr.  COOPER.  Mr.  President,  in  the 
budget  request  for  fiscal  1967,  the  admin¬ 
istration  proposed  that  Federal  appro¬ 
priations  be  reduced  from  the  $103  mil¬ 
lion  appropriated  last  year  for  the  special 
milk  program,  to  $21  million,  and  that 
funds  for  the  Nation  School  Lunch  Act 
be  cut  by  $19  million,  reducing  the  Fed¬ 
eral  contribution  by  1  cent  a  lunch.  I 
joined  Senator  Proxmire’s  bill,  S.  2921,  to 
express  the  sense  of  the  Congress  that 
the  administration  spend  on  the  milk 
program  the  funds  appropriated  by  the 
Congress — as  $3  million  were  impounded 
during  fiscal  1966 — and  in  my  statement 
to  the  Senate  Appropriations  Committee, 
I  urged  the  full  funding  of  the  school 
lunch  and  milk  programs. 

I  am  glad  that  the  administration  has 
made  several  revisions  in  its  proposal, 
and  I  support  the  bill  as  reported  by  the 
Agriculture  Committee.  The  committee 
bill  would  center  all  the  school  food  dis¬ 
tribution  programs  in  the  Department  of 
Agriculture,  rather  than  to  coordinate 
these  programs  with  those  under  the 
poverty  program  as  originally  planned 
by  the  administration.  I  note  particu¬ 
larly  that  the  program  will  be  adminis¬ 
tered  as  before,  by  local  school  authori¬ 
ties,  assisted  by  the  parent-teacher’s 
associations  and  other  local  citizens.  Its 
cost  is  about  the  same.  It  is  an  estab¬ 
lished  program  for  schoolchildren. 

Schoolchildren,  mothers,  PTA  groups, 
and  school  officials  are  looking  to  the 
Congress  to  assure  the  continuation  and 
improvement  of  the  school  lunch  and 
special  milk  programs,  and  the  bill  the 
Senate  will  adopt  today  is  evidence  that 
we  will  not  disappoint  them. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  that  letters  I  have  recently  received 
on  this  subject  from  the  Honorable  Harry 
M.  Sparks,  superintendent  of  public  in¬ 
struction  for  the  State  of  Kentucky,  and 
from  Mr.  C.  E.  Bevins,  who  is  in  charge 
of  the  school  lunch  program,  be  printed 
at  this  print  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  letters 
were  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

Commonwealth  op  Kentucky, 

Department  of  Education, 
Frankfort,  Ky.,  June  17,  1966. 
Hon.  John  Sherman  Cooper, 

U.S.  Senate, 

Washington ,  D.C. 

Dear  Senator  Cooper  :  While  attending  the 
Southern  States  Work  Conference  last  week 
at  Daytona  Beach,  Florida,  it  was  announced 
that  Senator  Ellender  of  Louisiana  intro¬ 
duced  a  bill  in  the  Senate  which  would 
amend  the  National  School  Lunch  Act.  This 
amendment,  if  passed  by  Congress,  would 
give  Kentucky  a  better  school  lunch  and 
special  milk  program  than  we  have  enjoyed 
in  the  past.  It  is  our  feeling,  in  Kentucky, 
that  this  bill  is  the  one  which  would  be 
more  helpful  to  Kentucky  than  the  admin¬ 
istration’s  Child  Nutrition  Act.  It  is,  if  the 
information  I  have  received  is  correct,  a  con¬ 
tinuation  of  what  we  have  been  doing  sup¬ 
plemented  by  the  newer  concepts  which  are 
being  promulgated. 

On  behalf  of  Kentucky  school  officials,  the 
State  Department  of  Education  and  all  Ken¬ 
tucky  school  pupils,  we  wish  to  express  our 
appreciation  for  the  support  you  have  given 
to  the  school  lunch  and  special  milk  program 
of  the  past  and  know  you  will  want  to  con- 
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tlnue  to  help  Kentucky  as  much  as  possible 
In  the  future.  For  all  this,  we  are  grateful. 

Very  truly  yours, 

Harry  M.  Sparks, 

Superintendent  of  Public  Instruction. 

Commonwealth  of  Kentucky, 

Department  of  Education, 
Frankfort,  Ky.,  June  17,  1966. 
Hon.  John  Sherman  Cooper, 

U.S.  Senate, 

Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Senator  Cooper:  I  have  reviewed 
Senate  Bill  3467  and  find  that  it  contains 
provisions  for  a  continuation  of  the  present 
School  Lunch  and  Special  Milk  Program  and 
includes  certain  aspects  of  the  Child  Nutri¬ 
tion  Act  which  will  strengthen  the  school 
food  service  program  in  Kentucky.  It  is  my 
understanding  that  action  will  be  taken  in 
the  Senate  on  this  Bill  early  in  the  week  of 
June  20.  It  is  my  feeling  that  the  EUender 
Bill  is  much  to  be  preferred  over  the  Child 
Nutrition  Act,  and  I  hope  that  it  will  be 
possible  for  the  Kentucky  Senators  to  sup¬ 
port  it. 

I  am  writing  to  the  members  of  the  House 
from  Kentucky  and  hope  that  the  House  can 
lay  aside  the  Child  Nutrition  Act  and  take 
action  on  the  Ellender  Bill  if  they  are  given 
an  opportunity  to  do  so. 

On  behalf  of  the  boys  and  girls  of  Ken¬ 
tucky,  thank  you  very  much  for  all  that  you 
have  done  on  their  behalf  and  for  a  con¬ 
tinuation  of  such  consideration  in  the  years 
to  come. 

Very  truly  yours, 

C.  E.  Bevins, 

Director,  Division  of  School  Lunch. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  the 
amendments  to  the  National  School 
Lunch  Act  that  we  arc  considering  today 
in  S.  3467  are  good,  sound  and  necessary 
if  we  are  to  provide  a  comprehensive, 
coordinated  program  to  improve  child 
nutrition  in  this  country.  We  have  come 
a  long  way  under  the  national  school 
lunch  program  and  these  amendments 
are  intended  to  put  us  within  reach  of  a 
goal  that  we  have  long  sought  and  ac¬ 
cepted  as  only  reasonable  in  a  country 
as  rich  as  this  one  in  agricultural  re¬ 
sources  and  as  expert  in  meeting  and 
solving  problems. 

Under  section  14  of  S.  3467,  provision 
is  made  for  a  2-year  pilot  breakfast  pro¬ 
gram  in  schools  drawing  attendance 
from  children  of  low-income  families 
and  for  schools  where  a  substantial  pro¬ 
portion  of  the  children  travel  long  dis¬ 
tances.  I  want  to  stress  here  that  this 
new  activity  is  to  be  initiated  on  a  short¬ 
term,  pilot  basis.  This  is  the  approach 
that  in  the  long  run  will  result  in  sound 
legislative  authority  and  effective  pro¬ 
gram  operations. 

There  are  thousands  of  children  who 
arrive  at  school  hungry  for  a  variety  of 
reasons.  Section  14  is  intended  to  meet 
two  of  these  reasons  head  on.  In  rural 
areas,  children  frequently  lide  a  bus  for 
an  hour  or  more  to  get  to  school  and  then 
wait  around  in  the  schoolyard  for  an 
extended  period  waiting  for  the  bell  to 
ring.  Even  if  time  had  permitted  them 
to  have  a  breakfast  at  home,  it  may  be 
5  to  6  hours  before  they  have  lunch. 

In  urban  areas,  there  are  thousands  of 
children  in  families  where  the  mother 
must  leave  for  work  long  before  the 
children  leave  for  school.  An  organized 
family  breakfast  is  rare  and  breakfast 
tends  to  be  the  neglected  meal. 

The  importance  of  breakfast  and  other 


efforts  to  improve  child  nutrition  are 
stated  forthrightly  in  a  publication  is¬ 
sued  jointly  by  the  Office  of  Education 
and  the  Office  of  Economic  Opportunity, 
“Education:  An  Answer  to  Poverty.” 
This  publication  states: 

Hungry  children  are  nonleaming  children. 

.  .  .  Scientific  studies  have  shown  con¬ 
clusively  that  the  process  of  learning  vir¬ 
tually  ends  when  a  human  being  becomes 
uncomfortably  hungry.  When  a  child  ap¬ 
pears  at  school  in  the  morning  having  had 
little  or  no  breakfast,  he  might  just  as  well 
have  stayed  home.  The  teacher’s  effort  is 
wasted.  The  curriculum,  the  long  hours  of 
professional  preparation,  the  value  of  text¬ 
books  and  teaching  aids  are  lost  upon  him. 
Similarly,  a  child  without  lunch  loses  most 
of  the  value  of  a  school  afternoon.  A  hungry 
child  not  only  injures  himself,  but  his  dis¬ 
comfort  may  subtly  disturb  the  teachings 
of  a  whole  class. 

The  breakfast  program  proposed  under 
S.  3467  is  based  on  the  experience  and 
approaches  followed  in  the  national 
school  lunch  program.  Nutritional 
standards  are  now  being  developed  by 
the  nutritional  experts  of  the  U.S.  De¬ 
partment  of  Agriculture — not  just  for 
purposes  of  this  amendment  but  because 
of  increasing  interest  on  the  part  of 
many  schools  as  to  the  best  combinations 
of  foods  for  a  breakfast  to  meet  the  needs 
of  children. 

The  program  under  consideration  to¬ 
day  will  be  available  to  all  children  in 
schools  selected  by  the  State  educational 
agency  for  participation.  Those  who 
can  afford  to  pay  will  be  expected  to  do 
so.  The  Federal  funds  made  available 
will  be  used  to  help  meet  the  cost  of 
underwriting  the  breakfast  for  those  who 
can  afford  only  a  token  payment  or  who 
cannot  afford  to  pay  even  a  few  cents. 

In  the  selection  of  schools,  the  State 
educational  agencies  will  be  asked  to  give 
particular  consideration  to  those  schools 
that  are  eligible  for  assistance  under  the 
Elementary  and  Secondary  Education 
Act.  This  is  to  assure  a  reasonably  uni¬ 
form  interpretation  of  need  among  the 
several  Federal  agencies  concerned  with 
strengthening  programs  for  disadvan¬ 
taged  children. 

In  situations  of  very  severe  need,  the 
Secretary  is  authorized  to  provide  up  to 
90  percent  of  the  operating  costs  of  the 
program.  In  most  cases,  however,  the 
Federal  assistance  will  be  limited  to  pro¬ 
viding  the  food  needed  for  the  breakfast. 
As  in  the  national  school  lunch  program, 
State  and  local  sources  will  defray  the 
costs  of  labor  and  overhead. 

Although  I  have  outlined  only  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  the  breakfast  program,  I  be¬ 
lieve  every  phase  of  S.  3467  warrants  our 
support. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bill 
having  been  read  the  third  time,  the 
question  is,  Shall  it  pass? 

On  this  question,  the  yeas  and  nays 
have  been  ordered,  and  the  clerk  will 
call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  called  the  roll. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  I  announce 
that  the  Senator  from  Virginia  [Mr. 
Byrd],  the  Senator  from  Pennsylvania 
[Mr.  Clark],  the  Senator  from  Connect¬ 
icut  [Mr.  Dodd],  the  Senator  from  Mich¬ 
igan  [Mr.  Hart],  the  Senator  from  Ar¬ 
kansas  [Mr.  McClellan],  the  Senator 


from  Wyoming  [Mr.  McGee],  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Oregon  [Mrs.  Netjberger],  the 
Senator  from  Rhode  Island  [Mr.  Pas- 
tore],  the  Senator  from  Rhode  Island 
[Mr.  Pell],  the  Senator  from  Virginia 
[Mr.  Robertson],  the  Senator  from  Flor¬ 
ida  [Mr.  SmathersI,  and  the  Senator 
from  New  Jersey  [Mr.  Williams]  are 
necessarily  absent. 

I  also  announce  that  the  Senator 
from  New  Mexico  (Mr.  Anderson],  the 
Senator  from  Tennessee  [Mr.  Bass], 
the  Senator  from  Arkansas  [Mr.  Ful- 
bright],  the  Senator  From  Alaska  [Mr. 
Gruening],  the  Senator  from  Arizona 
[Mr.  Hayden],  the  Senator  from  Georgia 
[Mr.  Russell],  and  the  Senator  from 
Missouri  [Mr.  Symington]  are  absent  on 
official  business. 

I  further  announce  that,  if  present 
and  voting,  the  Senator  from  Tennessee 
[Mr.  Bass],  the  Senator  from  Virginia 
[Mr.  Byrd],  the  Senator  from  Penn¬ 
sylvania  [Mr.  Clark],  the  Senator  from 
Connecticut  [Mr.  Dodd],  the  Senator 
from  Arkansas  [Mr.  Fulbright],  the 
Senator  from  Alaska  [Mr.  Gruening], 
the  Senator  from  Michigan  [Mr.  Hart], 
the  Senator  from  Wyoming  [Mr.  Mc¬ 
Gee],  the  Senator  from  Oregon  [Mrs. 
Neuberger],  the  Senator  from  Rhode 
Island  [Mr.  Pastore],  the  Senator  from 
Rhode  Island  [Mr.  Pell],  the  Senator 
from  Virginia  [Mr.  Robertson],  the 
Senator  from  Florida  [Mr.  SmathersI, 
and  the  Senator  from  New  Jersey  [Mr, 
Williams]  would  each  vote  “yea.” 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  announce  that  the 
Senator  from  Wyoming  [Mr.  Simpson] 
is  necessarily  absent. 

The  Senator  from  Pennsylvania  [Mr. 
Scott]  is  absent  because  of  illness. 

The  Senator  from  Illinois  [Mr.  Dirk- 
sen],  the  Senator  from  Iowa  [Mr.  Hick- 
enlooper],  and  the  Senator  from  Massa¬ 
chusetts  [Mr.  Saltonstall]  are  detained 
on  official  business. 

If  present  and  voting,  the  Senator 
from  Illinois  [Mr.  Dirksen],  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Iowa  [Mr.  Hickenlooper], 
the  Senator  from  Massachusetts  [Mr. 
Saltonstall],  the  Senator  from  Penn¬ 
sylvania  [Mr.  Scott],  and  the  Senator 
from  Wyoming  [Mr.  Simpson]  would 
each  vote  “yea.” 

The  result  was  announced — yeas  76, 
nays  0,  as  follows: 

[No.  135  Leg.] 

YEAS— 76 


Aiken 

Harris 

Morse 

Allott 

Hartke 

Morton 

Bartlett 

Hill 

Moss 

Bayh 

Holland 

Mundt 

Bennett 

Hruska 

Murphy 

Bible 

Inouye 

Muskie 

Boggs 

Jackson 

Nel'  on 

Brewster 

Javits 

Pearson 

Burdick 

Jordan,  N.C. 

Prouty 

Byrd,  W.  Va. 

Jordan,  Idaho 

Proxmire 

Cannon 

Kennedy,  Mass.  Randolph 

Carlson 

Kennedy,  N.Y. 

Ribicoff 

Case 

Kuchel 

Russell,  S.C. 

Church 

Lausche 

Smith 

Cooper 

Long,  Mo.  . 

Sparkman 

Cotton 

Long,  La. 

Stennls 

Curtis 

Magnuson 

Talmadge 

Dominick 

Mansfield 

Thurmond 

Douglas 

McCarthy 

Tower 

Eastland 

McGovern 

Tydlngs 

Ellender 

McIntyre 

Williams,  Del. 

Ervin 

Metcalf 

Yarborough 

Fannin 

Miller 

Young,  N.  Dak. 

Fong 

Mondale 

Young,  Ohio 

Gore 

Monroney 

Griffln 

Montoya 
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NAYS— 0 
NOT  VOTING 
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Anderson 

Hart 

Robertson 

Bass 

Hayden 

Russell,  Ga. 

Byrd,  Va. 

Hickenlooper 

Saltonstall 

Clark 

McClellan 

Scott 

Dirksen 

McGee 

Simpson 

Dodd 

Neuberger 

Smathers 

Fulbright 

Pastore 

Symington 

Gruening 

Pell 

Williams,  N.J. 

So  the  bill  (S.  3467)  was  passed. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  I 
move  to  reconsider  the  vote  by  which 
the  bill  was  passed. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  move 
to  lay  that  motion  on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  with 
the  passage  of  the  child  nutrition  meas¬ 
ure  which  expands  our  school  lunch  pro¬ 
gram,  the  Senate  again  witnessed  the  ef¬ 
fective  and  highly  able  leadership  of  the 
senior  Senator  from  Louisiana  [Mr.  El- 
lender],  the  great  chairman  of  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry.  Both 
vigorous  and  articulate,  his  strong  han¬ 
dling  of  the  measure  assured  swift  ap-1 
proval.  But  the  action  was  typical  for 
most  measures  backed  with  the  excep¬ 
tional  talents  of  Senator  Ellender. 

And  to  the  ranking  minority  member 
of  the  committee,  the  distinguished  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Vermont  [Mr.  Aiken],  goes 
equally  high  commendation  for  his  char¬ 
acteristically  outstanding  leadership 
which  assured  a  decisive  victory  for  this 
measure.  As  always,  we  are  most  grate¬ 
ful  for  Senator  Aiken’s  outstanding  co¬ 
operative  efforts. 

Perhaps  no  Senator  deserves  more 
credit  for  or  may  share  more  justly  in 
this  great  success  for  our  Nation’s  young¬ 
sters  than  the  distinguished  senior  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Wisconsin  [Mr.  ProxmireL 
We  all  know  how  long  and  how  vigorous¬ 
ly  he  has  pressed  for  an  expanded  school 
lunch  program.  So  today’s  success  in¬ 
deed  is  an  achievement  for  Senator  Prox- 
mire,  won  largely  by  his  strong  and  abid¬ 
ing  devotion. 

Others  too  played  vital  roles  in  obtain¬ 
ing  the  Senate’s  unanimous  acceptance 
of  this  measure.  I  refer  to  the  effective 
advocacy  of  the  senior  Senator  from 
Florida  [Mr.  Holland]  and  to  the  per¬ 
suasive  cooperative  assistance  of  the 
Senator  from  Kentucky  [Mr.  Cooper], 
and  the  Senator  from  Connecticut  [Mr. 
Ribicoff], 

But  most  of  all  we  are  again  grateful 
for  another  unanimous  adoption  of  a 
proposal  achieved  with  the  splendid  co¬ 
operation  of  all  Senators. 


PROPOSED  COMMITTEE  ON  INTEL¬ 
LIGENCE  OPERATION 

Mr.  MCCARTHY/  Mr.  President,  on 
Thursday  of  this/week  the  chairman  of 
the  Committee  on  Foreign  Relations  in¬ 
tends  to  repork'to  the  Senate  a  commit¬ 
tee  resolution  proposing  the  creation  of 
a  Senate  Qommittee  in  Intelligence  Op¬ 
erations. 

Over  jfh.e  past  several  months,  the 
question  of  the  proper  exercise  of  the 
Senate’s  responsibility  for  foreign  intel¬ 
ligence  operations,  and  particularly  of 
ther  Central  Intelligence  Agency,  has 
bjren  the  subject  of  considerable  com¬ 


ment  in  the  press  and  some  debate  on 
the  floor  of  the  Senate.  This  is  a  most 
serious  matter  which  involves  the  consti¬ 
tutional  responsibility  of  the  Senate  of 
the  United  States.  When  the  Senate  is 
called  upon  to  make  a  decision  in  this 
matter,  it  should  be  permitted  to  act  on 
the  merits  and  substance  of  the  issue. 
I  am  hopeful  the  issued  will  not  be  ob¬ 
scured  by  irrelevant  arguments. 

Although  the  Central  Intelligence 
Agency  has  rarely  been  the  subject  of 
legislation  and  of  congressional  com¬ 
ment  infrequently  over  the  years,  much 
attention  and  discussion  has  been  de¬ 
voted  to  the  problem  of  congressional 
supervision  of  that  Agency.  This  con¬ 
cern  was  reflected  in  the  1955  Hoover 
Commission  recommendation  that  “the 
Congress  consider  creating  a  Joint  Con¬ 
gressional  Committee  on  Foreign  Intel¬ 
ligence,  similar  to  the  Joint  Committee 
on  Atomic  Energy.’’  The  concern  was 
further  reflected  in  the  debate  in  the 
Senate  in  1956  on  the  resolution  offered 
by  the  present  majority  leader  [Mr. 
Mansfield].  The  present  proposal  isy 
ruch  more  modest  than  that  recor 
ended  by  the  Hoover  Commission. /It 
relates  only  to  the  Senate.  I  would /ro- 
vidmior  a  nine-member  committe&rom- 
posed'of  three  members  each  from  the 
Appr  op  rjations,  Armed  Services,  and 
Foreign  Relations  Committees,  and  it 
would  be  empowered  to  kepp  itself  in¬ 
formed  of  alstivities  in  the/ field  of  for¬ 
eign  intelligence  operations.  The  prac¬ 
tical  effect  of  the  resolution  would  be  to 
add  three  members  of/the  Foreign  Rela¬ 
tions  Committee  tosHae  present  CIA  over¬ 
sight  subcommittee^  Its  effect  would  be 
to  authorize  thg  Central  Intelligence 
Agency  to  provjue  to  three  members  of 
the  Committed  on  Foreign  Relations  in¬ 
formation  it /  now  provides  to  selected 
members  ojrthe  Armed  Services  and  Ap¬ 
propriations  Committees  and\o  the  nine 
member/  of  the  President’s  Foreign  In¬ 
telligence  Advisory  Board. 

W#at  is  at  stake  is  nothing  leskthan 
the/  constitutional  responsibility  or\the 
agnate  to  advise  and  consent  to  the 
ngn  relations  of  the  United  States. 

'the  Senate  the  burden  of  this  respond 
sibility  is  assigned  to  the  Committee  on 
Foreign  Relations.  The  Standing  Rules 
of  the  Senate  list,  among  other  areas  of 
jurisdiction  of  the  Committee  on  For¬ 
eign  Relations,  “relations  of  the  United 
States  with  foreign  nations  generally” 
and  “interventions  abroad  and  declara¬ 
tions  of  war.”  Leaving  aside  the  matter 
of  interventions  abroad,  in  which  one 
would  certainly  have  to  include  the  Bay 
of  Pigs,  the  responsibility  of  the  commit¬ 
tee  for  the  “relations  of  the  United 
States  with  foreign  nations  generally” 
makes  it  clear  that  the  Committee  on 
Foreign  Relations  does  have  at  least 
partial  responsibility  for  the  Central 
Intelligence  Agency  and  other  agen¬ 
cies  which  operate  more  or  less  ex¬ 
clusively  in  the  foreign  relations  area. 
Its  jurisdiction  appeal's,  from  a  reading 
of  the  rules  of  the  Senate,  much  clearer 
in  this  matter  than  that  of  the  Armed 
Services  Committee,  whose  jurisdiction 
under  the  rules  would  not  appear  to  ex¬ 
tend  to  areas  where  the  foreign  relations 
of  the  United  States  are  concerned.  The 


jurisdiction  of  the  Armed  Services  Com¬ 
mittee  derives — and  this  is  apparently 
the  case  made  by  its  distinguished  chair¬ 
man — from  the  precedent  of  the  Senate 
that  legislative  oversight  of  a  .(Govern¬ 
ment  agency  is  traditionally  tested  in 
the  committee  which  reported  the  bill 
by  which  the  agency  was  created. 

AID - BEFORE  FINANCE - OTF?EP.  AGENCIES 

In  this  connection  the  chairman  of 
the  Armed  Services  Committee  has  sug¬ 
gested  that  if  the/Foreign  Relations 
Committee  can  claim  representation  on 
the  CIA  oversight  committee,  then  the 
Armed  Services/Committee  should  have 
representation/on  the  Foreign  Relations 
Committee.  A  would  certainly  have  no 
objection  Us  that  if  it  could  be  demon¬ 
strated  that  the  Secretary  of  State  re¬ 
fused  tp/  make  available  to  the  Armed 
Services  Committee  information  he  was 
willing  to  make  available  to  the  Foreign 
Relations  Committee.  As  Senators  are 
ayare,  the  Director  of  the  Central  In- 
filigence  has  advised  the  chairman  of 
'the  Committee  on  Foreign  Relations 
that  he  is  unwilling  to  make  available 
to  members  of  that  committee  informa¬ 
tion  that  is  made  available  to  selected 
members  of  the  Armed  Services  and  Ap¬ 
propriations  Committees  and  to  the 
President’s  Advisory  Board. 

The  issue  then  turns  on  whether  or 
not  the  Central  Intelligence  Agency  does, 
in  fact,  carry  out  actions  which  affect 
the  foreign  relations  of  the  United 
States.  It  is  my  judgment  that  it  does, 
and  that,  further,  its  role  in  this  area 
has  increased  over  the  years  and  is  still 
increasing.  It  is  not  relevant  to  con¬ 
tend  that  the  CIA  is  not  authorized  to 
make  foreign  policy.  Of  course,  it  is  not 
so  authorized.  The  foreign  policy  of  the 
United  States  is  “made”  by  the  Presi¬ 
dent,  with  the  advice  and  consent  of  the 
Senate  and,  to  a  lesser  extent,  of  the 
whole  Congress.  But  I  believe  it  is  diffi¬ 
cult  to  argue' against  the  conclusion  that 
the  CIA  has  in  the  past  and  does  by  its 
present  actions  continue  to  create  situ¬ 
ations  to  which  policy  must  be  adjusted. 
In  such  cases,  whether  it  is  “making” 
policy  or  merely  “influencing”  policy  is 
^largely  a  question  of  semantics. 

This  aspect  of  its  activities,  as  opposed 
to\ts  purely  intelligence-gathering  role, 
has-been  called  by  some  an  expansion  of 
its  original  mandate.  In  1963,  former 
President  Harry  S  Truman  wrote: 

For  some  time  I  have  been  disturbed  by 
the  way  tnfe  CIA  has  been  diverted  from  its 
original  assignment.  It  has  become  an  oper¬ 
ational  and  atNtimes  a  policy-making  arm  of 
the  Government.  This  has  led  to  trouble 
and  may  have  compounded  our  difficulties 
in  several  explosiveNireas. 

I  never  had  any  Nought  that  when  I  set 
up  the  CIA  that  it  wnild  be  injected  into 
peacetime  cloak  and\  dagger  operations. 
Some  of  the  complications  and  embarrass¬ 
ment  that  I  think  we  have  experienced  are 
in  part  attributable  to  thk  fact  that  this 
quiet  intelligence  arm  of  thkPresident  has 
been  so  removed  from  its  intended  role  that 
it  is  being  interpreted  as  a  symbol  of  sin¬ 
ister  and  mysterious  foreign  intrigue — and  a 
subject  for  cold  war  enemy  propagana 

Public  debate  on  this  important  Nat¬ 
ter  has  unfortunately  been  hampered \y 
irrelevant  considerations. 
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Fi\st,  some  have  suggested  that  if  we 
pass  rajis  resolution,  we  would  be  imply¬ 
ing  that  the  present  committee  and  its 
chairmaK  have  been  derelict  in  their 
duty.  This  is  not  at  all  the  opinion  of 
members  ofsthe  Foreign  Relations  Com¬ 
mittee.  The -^enator  from  Georgia  has 
served  this  body  ably,  with  distinction 
and  dedications  for  many  years.  He 
serves  it  today  as'chairman  of  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Armed  Services,  as  a  ranking 
member  of  the  Committee  on  Appropri¬ 
ations,  and  as  chair  Aran  of  the  Joint 
CIA  Subcommittee  of  tlr'ose  two  standing 
committees.  He  served  it \s  a  member  of 
the  Aeronautical  and  Space  Sciences 
Committee  and  of  the  Joint\Committee 
on  Atomic  Energy.  He  also  serves  as  a 
member  of  the  Democratic  Policy  Com¬ 
mittee  and  of  the  Democratic  Steering 
Committee.  He  was  also  a  member  of 
the  Warren  Commission  which  investi¬ 
gated  the  assassination  of  President 
Kennedy.  \ 

Mr.  President,  I  suggest  rather  that  it 
is  the  Foreign  Relations  Committee 
which  would  be  guilty  of  dereliction  if  it 
did  not  seek  to  provide  itself  with  the  in¬ 
formation  which  it  requires  to  fulfill  its 
constitutional  responsibility.  Rather 
than  making  a  claim  to  be  included,  we 
are  attempting  to  resist  exclusion  from 
an  area  in  which  we  have  a  right  to 
knowledge.  The  committee  is  not 
muscling  in. 

Second,  it  has  been  suggested  that  in¬ 
dividuals  who  serve  as  sources  of  infor¬ 
mation  for  the  CIA  would  be  compro¬ 
mised  or  even  their  lives  threatened  if 
members  of  the  Foreign  Relations  Com¬ 
mittee  were  permitted  to  exercise  their 
responsibility.  It  has  even  been  sug¬ 
gested  that  the  very  discussion  of  the 
CIA  on  the  floor  of  the  Senate  may  im- 
periLlives — one  presumably  excepts  those 
instances  where  Senators  have  risen  to 
defend  the  CIA.  I  believe  there  is  no 
substance  to  these  charges.  For  the 
Foreign  Relations  Committee  to  fulfill  its 
responsibility,  it  is  not  necessary,  in  my 
judgment,  for  it  to  know  the  identity  of 
the  individuals  who  may  serve  the  CIA 
as  sources.  Our  proper  concern  is  pol¬ 
icy,  and  the  actions  which  can  have  a  de¬ 
termining  effect  on  that  policy.  > 

Third,  it  has  been  implied  that  some 
Members  of  the  Senate  cannot  be  trussed 
with  information  which  involves  thar  na¬ 
tional  security  of  the  United  States. 

All  members  of  the  Senate  appreciate 
the  distinction  between  information  re¬ 
lating  to  the  national  security  and  the 
kind  of  information  which  hi  on  way  in¬ 
volves  the  national  security.  I  believe 
it  serves  no  useful  purpose  to  debate 
whether  one  committee  or  another,  or 
one  side  of  the  aisle  or the  other,  is  more 
frequently  the  source  of  leaks.  But  I 
do  not  know  of  a  single  instance  in  which 
a  member  has  divulged  information  af¬ 
fecting  the  national  security  which  was 
made  available  to  him  in  the  Foreign 
Relations  Committee. 

If  it  iythe  judgment  of  the  Senate 
that  thp  present  membership  of  the 
Foreign/  Relations  Committee  is  unre- 
liable/xhen  consideration  should  be  given 
to  changing  its  membership.  The  im¬ 
portant  thing  is  that  the  Foreign  Rela¬ 


tions  Committee  be  in  a  position  to  meet 
its  responsibilities. 

Fourth,  some  have  stated  that  the 
number  of  persons  with  access  to  in¬ 
formation  about  the  Central  Intelligence 
Agency  ought  to  the  quite  limited.  I 
would  agree  with  that.  I  cannot  agree 
that  the  addition  of  three  members  of 
the  Foreign  Relations  Committee  to  the 
present  subcommittee  would  inordi¬ 
nately  increase  the  number.  Rather, 
the  contrary  may  well  be  the  case;  for 
if  the  Senate  fails  to  act  on  this  resolu¬ 
tion,  if  it  fails  to  establish  a  formal 
structure  for  oversight  of  the  CIA,  the 
present  arrangement,  whose  informal 
nature  permits  considerable  expansion 
beyond  nine  will  be  continued. 

Let  us  examine  the  present  situation. 
In  the  Senate,  the  CIA  Subcommittee 
has  a  potential  membership  of  nine — five 
from  Aimed  Services  and  four  from  Ap¬ 
propriations — although  at  present  only 
seven  Senators  are  actually  serving  be¬ 
cause  of  overlapping  membership  on  the 
'two  committees.  In  the  House,  oversight 
of  the  CIA  is  exercised  by  a  subcommit- 
teeyof  the  Armed  Services  Committee! 
under  the  chairmanship  of  Congressman 
L.  MeVdel  Rivers;  this  subcommitte/ is 
composed  of  the  11  ranking  member's  of 
the  Armed  Services  Committee  including, 
in  addition,  to  the  chairman  [Mr.  Riv¬ 
ers],  Congressmen  Philbin,/  Hebert, 
Price,  Fishery  Hardy,  Bennett,  Bates, 
Arends,  O’Kon^ci,  and  Brayc  Oversight 
of  the  CIA  is  alsVexercisecr  by  the  House 
Appropriations  cWimiDiee,  which  has 
always  declined  to'etate  publicly:  One, 
who  the  members  aiYwho  perform  this 
function;  two,  how/nwmy  members  are 
involved;  three,  h ow  tn^v  are  selected; 
four,  whether  a Subcommittee  exists  to 
perform  this  function.  W&.  just  do  not 
know  how  many  House  Members  are  in¬ 
volved.  Wo/do  know,  however*,  that  the 
nine  memjrers  of  the  Presidents  Advi¬ 
sory  Board  are  included  amongv.  those 
who  revive  full  information  andXalso 
that  a/number  of  members  of  the  Bureau 
of  Die  Budget  are  informed  as  to  CIA 
activities.  ' 

/Mi’.  President,  one  may  surely  assume 
(That  nine  responsible  Members  of  the 
Senate  of  the  United  States  will  guard 
at  least  as  carefully  as  an  undetermined 
number  of  Members  of  the  House,  nine 
members  of  the  President’s  Advisory 
Board,  or  any  one  of  the  thousands  of 
members  of  the  executive  branch,  in¬ 
formation  affecting  the  national  secu¬ 
rity  of  the  United  States  and  the  lives  of 
its  citizens. 

Finally,  it  has  been  suggested  that 
there  is  no  need  for  members  of  the  For¬ 
eign  Relations  Committee  to  receive  CIA 
information  because  there  is  a  new  Di¬ 
rector.  But  those  in  favor  of  the  For¬ 
eign  Relations  Committee’s  playing  a 
role  have  never  suggested  that  the  per¬ 
son  of  the  Director  had  any  relation  to 
the  problem.  Actually  it  is  irrelevant, 
for  this  problem  of  the  CIA’s  foreign 
policy  role  has  developed  over  the  years, 
under  a  series  of  Directors. 

It  is  my  judgment  that  to  permit  the 
Foreign  Relations  Committee  to  share 
this  responsibility  would  strengthen  the 
CIA  and  help  protect  it  from  some  of  the 
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charges  that  are  made;  for  by  acting  ta 
formalize  the  oversight  structure,  the 
whole  Senate  would  be  meeting  its  Re¬ 
sponsibility  more  effectively.  Thje  in 
turn  would  lead  to  increased  public  con¬ 
fidence  that  the  CIA  is  being  adequately 
controlled,  a  confidence  thayTo  some 
extent  now  appears  lacking./ 


FEDERAL  WATER  POLLUTION  CON¬ 
TROL  amendment's  and  clean 

RIVERS  RESTORATION  ACT  OF 

1966  / 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous/consent  that  the  Senate 
proceed  to  th/consideration  of  Calendar 
No.  1332,  S.  2947,  the  Federal  Water  Pol¬ 
lution  Control  Amendments  and  Clean 
Rivers  Restoration  Act  of  1966.  I  do  this 
so  thal/che  bill  will  become  the  pending 
businass. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bill 
wi / be  read  by  title. 

/The  Legislative  Clerk.  A  bill  (S. 
/2947)  to  amend  the  Federal  Water 
Pollution  Control  Act  in  order  to  improve 
and  make  more  effective  certain  pro¬ 
grams  pursuant  to  such  act. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  present  consideration  of 
the  bill? 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Senate 
proceeded  to  consider  the  bill,  which  had 
been  reported  from  the  Committee  on 
Public  Works,  with  an  amendment,  to 
strike  out  all  after  the  enacting  clause 
and  insert: 

That  this  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  “Fed¬ 
eral  Water  Pollution  Control  Amendments 
and  Clean  Rivers  Restoration  Act  of  1966”. 

TITLE  I 

Sec.  101.  The  Federal  Water  Pollution 
Control  Act,  as  amended,  is  amended  by  in¬ 
serting  immediately  after  section  18,  as  added 
by  this  Act,  a  new  title  to  read  as  follows: 

“TITLE  n - CLEAN  RIVERS  RESTORATION  PROGRAM 

"Short  title 

“Sec.  201.  This  title  may  be  cited  as  the 
‘Clean  Rivers  Restoration  Act  of  1966’. 

"Statement  of  purpose 

S.  “Sec.  202.  It  is  the  purpose  of  this  title 
th  authorize  pollution  control  and  abate¬ 
ment  programs  designed  to  reclaim,  restore, 
andNjiaintain  the  natural  waters  of  the  Na¬ 
tion  through  the  preparation  and  develop¬ 
ment  oi  comprehensive  river  basin  pollution 
control  W  abatement  plans  and  through 
the  establishment  of  economic  incentives  to 
encourage  waste  treatment  consistent  with 
water  qualitjNetandards  effected  as  a  result  of 
section  10(c)  af  this  Act. 

‘*Plhnning  agencies 

“Sec.  203.  In  furtherance  of  the  purposes 
of  this  title,  the  Secretary  shall,  at  the  re¬ 
quest  of  the  Governor  or  Governors  of  one 
or  more  States,  designate  a  planning  agency 
which  provides  for  adequate  representation 
of  appropriate  Federal,  \State,  interstate, 
local,  or  when  appropriate, Niternational  in¬ 
terests  in  the  river  basin  orVortion  thereof 
involved  and  which  is  capable*,  of  developing 
an  effective,  comprehensive  water  quality 
control  and  abatement  plan  thaVis  part  of 
or  consistent  with  a  comprehensive  river 
basin  water  resources  plan.  \ 

"Comprehensive  river  basin  plan N 

“Sec.  204.  Each  planning  agency  designated 
pursuant  to  section  203  of  this  title  shaU 
develop  a  comprehensive  pollution  control 
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Referred  to  the  Committee  on  Education  and  Labor 


To  amend  the  National  School  Lunch  Act,  as  amended,  to 
strengthen  and  expand  food  service  programs  for 
children. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa- 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled, 

3  That  the  National  School  Lunch  Act,  as  amended,  is 

4  amended — 

5  (A)  By  inserting  in  section  3  before  the  period  at 
G  the  end  thereof  the  following  phrase:  “and  other  than 

7  sections  13  through  15  and  section  17”. 

8  (B)  By  inserting  in  section  6  after  the  word  “Act” 

9  where  it  first  occurs  the  following:  “  (other  than  sections 

10  13  through  15  and  section  17)  ”. 
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(C)  By  adding  at  the  encl  of  subsection  (d)  of 
section  12,  the  following  new  paragraph: 

“  (8)  ‘Nonprofit  institution’  means  any  public  or  private 
institution,  except  a  school  or  other  educational  institution 
of  higher  learning,  which  provides  for  the  care  and  train¬ 
ing  of  children  and  no  part  of  the  net  earnings  of  which  in¬ 
ures  to  the  benefit  of  any  private  shareholder  or  individual.” 

(P)  By  adding  at  the  end  of  the  Act  the  follow¬ 
ing  new  sections : 

“special  milk  program 
“authorization 

“Sec.  13.  There  is  hereby  authorized  to  he  appropriated 
for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1967,  not  to  exceed 
$110,000,000;  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1968,  not 
to  exceed  $115,000,000;  and  for  each  of  the  two  succeeding 
fiscal  years  not  to  exceed  $120,000,000,  to  enable  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Agriculture,  under  such  rules  and  regulations  as  he 
may  deem  in  the  public  interest,  to  encourage  consumption  of 
fluid  milk  by  children  in  the  United  States  in  (1)  nonprofit 
schools  of  high  school  grade  and  under,  and  (2)  nonprofit 
nursery  schools,  child-care  centers,  settlement  houses,  sum¬ 
mer  camps,  and  similar  nonprofit  institutions  devoted  to  the 
care  and  training  of  children.  For  the  purposes  of  this  sec¬ 
tion  ‘United  States’  means  the  fifty  States  and  the  District 
of  Columbia.  The  Secretary  shall  administer  the  special 


milk  program  provided  for  by  this  section  to  the  maximum 
extent  practicable  in  the  same  manner  as  he  administered 
the  special  milk  program  provided  for  by  Public  Law  85-478 
as  amended,  during  the  fiscal  year  ended  June  30,  1966. 
“school  breakfast  program 
“authorization 

“Sec.  14.  (a)  There  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appro¬ 
priated  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1967,  not  to  ex¬ 
ceed  $7,500,000;  and  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 
1968,  not  to  exceed  $10*000,000,  to  enable  the  Secretary 
to  formulate  and  carry  out  a  pilot  program  to  assist  States 
through  grants-in-aid  and  other  means,  to  initiate,  maintain, 
or  expand  nonprofit  breakfast  programs  in  schools  drawing 
attendance  from  areas  in  which  poor  economic  conditions 
exist  and  in  schools  to  which  a  substantial  proportion  of  the 
children  enrolled  must  travel  long  distances. 

“apportionment  to  states 
“(b)  Of  the  funds  appropriated  for  the  purposes  of 
this  section  for  any  fiscal  year,  the  Secretary  shall  reserve 
3  per  centum  for  apportionment  to  Guam,  the  Virgin  Islands, 
Puerto  Pico,  and  American  Samoa.  Such  funds  shall  be 
apportioned  among  such  States  on  the  basis  of  the  ratio  of 
the  number  of  children  of  ages  five  through  seventeen  in 
each  such  State  to  the  number  of  all  children  of  ages  five 
through  seventeen  in  all  such  States. 
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“(c)  Of  the  remainder  of  the  funds  appropriated,  the 
Secretary  shall  for  each  fiscal  year,  (1)  apportion  the  first 
$2,500,000  equally  among  the  States,  other  than  Guam, 
the  Virgin  Islands,  Puerto  Rico,  and  American  Samoa,  and 
(2)  apportion  the  remainder  among  such  States  on  the 
basis  of  the  ratio  of  the  number  of  children  in  each  State  of 
ages  five  through  seventeen  in  families  with  incomes  of  less 
than  $2,000  per  annum  plus  the  number  of  children  of  ages 
five  through  seventeen  in  families  with  incomes  of  more  than 
$2,000  per  annum  from  payments  under  the  Department 
of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare’s  program  of  aid  to 
families  with  dependent  children  to  the  total  number  of 
such  children  in  the  fifty  States  and  the  District  of  Columbia. 
“state  disbursement  to  schools 
“(d)  Funds  apportioned  and  paid  to  any  State  for  the 
purpose  of  this  section  shall  be  disbursed  by  the  State  educa¬ 
tional  agency  to  schools  selected  by  the  State  educational 
agency,  to  reimburse  such  schools  for  the  cost  of  obtaining 
agricultural  and  other  foods  for  consumption  by  needy 
children  in  a  breakfast  program  and  for  the  purpose  of  sub¬ 
section  (e) .  Such  food  costs  may  include,  in  addition  to 
the  purchase  price,  the  cost  of  processing,  distributing,  trans¬ 
porting,  storing,  and  handling.  Disbursement  to  schools 
shall  be  made  at  such  rates  per  meal  or  on  such  other  basis 
as  the  Secretary  shall  prescribe.  In  selecting  schools,  the 


State  educational  agency  shall,  to  the  extent  practicable,  give 
first  consideration  to  those  schools  drawing  attendance  from 
areas  in  which  poor  economic  conditions  exist  and  to  those 
schools  to  which  a  substantial  proportion  of  the  children 
enrolled  must  travel  long  distances. 

‘‘(e)  In  circumstances  of  severe  need  where  the  rate 
per  meal  established  by  the  Secretary  is  deemed  by  him  in¬ 
sufficient  to  carry  on  an  effective  breakfast  program  in  a 
school,  the  Secretary  may  authorize  financial  assistance  up 
to  90  per  centum  of  the  operating  costs  of  such  a  program,  in¬ 
cluding  cost  of  obtaining,  preparing,  and  serving  food.  In 
the  selection  of  schools  to  receive  assistance  under  this  sec¬ 
tion,  the  State  educational  agency  shall  require  applicant 
schools  to  provide  justification  of  the  need  for  such  assistance. 

“NUTRITIONAL  AND  OTHER  PROGRAM  REQUIREMENTS 
“  (f)  Breakfasts  served  by  schools  participating  in  the 
school  breakfast  program  under  this  section  shall  consist  of  a 
combination  of  foods  and  shall  meet  minimum  nutritional 
requirements  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  on  the  basis  of 
tested  nutritional  research.  Such  breakfasts  shall  he  served 
without  cost  or  at  a  reduced  cost  only  to  children  who  are 
determined  by  local  school  authorities  to  be  unable  to  pay  the 
full  cost  of  the  breakfast.  In  making  such  determinations, 
such  local  authorities  should,  to  the  extent  practicable,  con- 
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suit  with  public  welfare  and  health  agencies.  No  physical 
segregation  of  or  other  discrimination  against  any  child  shall 
be  made  by  the  school  because  of  his  inability  to  pay. 
“nonprofit  private  schools 
“(g)  If  in  any  State  the  State  educational  agency  is  not 
permitted  by  law  to  disburse  the  funds  paid  to  it  under  this 
section  to  nonprofit  private  schools,  the  Secretary  shall  with¬ 
hold  from  the  funds  apportioned  to  any  such  State  under 
subsections  (b)  and  (c)  of  this  section  an  amount  based  on 
the  ratio  of  the  number  of  children  enrolled  in  nonprofit 
private  schools  within  the  State  to  the  total  number  of  chil¬ 
dren  enrolled  in  all  schools  within  the  State.  The  Secretary 
shall  disburse  the  funds  so  withheld  directly  to  the  nonprofit 
private  schools  within  such  State  for  the  same  purposes  and 
subject  to  the  same  conditions  as  are  required  of  a  State 
educational  agency  disbursing  funds  made  available  under 
(his  section. 


“NONFOOD  ASSISTANCE  PROGRAM 
“AUTHORIZATION 


Sec.  15. 


printed  for  the 


(a)  There  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appro- 
fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1967,  and  for 


each 


year  thereafter 


such  sums  as  may  be  necessary 


to  enable  the  Secretary  to  formulate  and  carry  out  a  program 
to  assist  the  States  through  grants-in-aid  and  other  means  to 
supply  schools  drawing  attendance  from  areas  in  which  poor 
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economic  conditions  exist  with  facilities,  other  than  land  and 
buildings,  for  the  storage,  preparation,  transportation,  and 
serving  of  food  to  enable  such  schools  to  establish,  maintain, 
and  expand  school  food  service  programs. 


APPORTIONMENTS  TO  STATES 
“(b)  The  Secretary  shall  apportion  the  funds  appro¬ 
priated  for  the  purposes  of  this  section  among  the  States 
during  each  fiscal  year  on  the  same  basis  as  apportionments 
are  made  under  section  4  of  this  Act  for  supplying  agricul¬ 
tural  and  other  foods,  except  that  apportionment  to  American 
Samoa  for  any  fiscal  year  shall  be  on  the  same  basis  as  the 
apportionment  to  the  other  States.  Payments  to  any  State 
of  funds  apportioned  for  any  fiscal  year  shall  be  made  upon 
condition  that  one-fourth  of  the  cost  of  any  facilities  financed 
under  this  subsection  shall  be  borne  by  State  or  local  funds. 


U 


STATE  DISBURSEMENT  TO  SCHOOLS 


“(c)  Funds  apportioned  and  paid  to  any  State  for  the 
purpose  of  this  section  shall  be  disbursed  by  the  State  edu¬ 
cational  agency  to  assist  schools,  which  draw  attendance  from 
areas  in  which  poor  economic  conditions  exist  and  which 
have  no,  or  grossly  inadequate,  facilities,  to  conduct  a  school 
food  service  program,  and  to  acquire  such  facilities.  In  the 
selection  of  schools  to  receive  assistance  under  this  section, 
the  State  educational  agency  shall  require  applicant  schools 
to  provide  justification  of  the  need  for  such  assistance  and  the 
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inability  of  local  tax  sources  to  finance  the  food  service  equip¬ 
ment  and  facilities  needed.  Disbursements  to  any  school  may 
be  made,  by  advances  or  reimbursements,  only  after  approval 
by  the  State  educational  agency  of  a  request  by  the  school  for 
funds,  accompanied  by  a  detailed  description  of  the  facilities 
to  be  acquired  and  the  plans  for  the  use  thereof  in  effectively 
meeting;  the  nutritional  needs  of  children  in  the  school. 
“nonprofit  private  schools 
“(d)  If  in  any  State  the  State  educational  agency  is  not 
permitted  by  law  to  disburse  the  funds  paid  to  it  under  this 
section  to  nonprofit  private  schools  in  the  State,  the  Secre¬ 
tary  shall  withhold  from  the  funds  apportioned  to  such  State 
under  subsection  (b)  an  amount  which  bears  the  same  ratio 
to  such  funds  as  the  number  of  lunches,  consisting  of  a 
combination  of  foods  and  meeting  the  minimum  requirements 
prescribed  by  the  Secretary  under  section  9  of  this  Act 
served  in  the  preceding  fiscal  year  by  all  nonprofit  private 
schools  participating  in  the  program  under  section  2  within 
the  State,  as  determined  by  the  Secretary,  bears  to  the  par¬ 
ticipation  rate  for  the  State.  The  Secretary  shall  disburse 
the  funds  so  withheld  directly  to  the  nonprofit  private  schools 
within  such  State  for  the  same  purposes  and  subject  to  the 
same  conditions  as  are  required  of  a  State  educational  agency 
disbursing  funds  made  available  under  this  section. 
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“payments  to  states 

“Sec.  16.  The  Secretary  shall  certify  to  the  Secretary 
of  the  Treasury  from  time  to  time  the  amounts  to  be  paid 
to  any  State  under  sections  13  through  17  of  this  Act  and  the 
time  or  times  such  amounts  are  to  he  paid ;  and  the  Secretary 
of  the  Treasury  shall  pay  to  the  State  at  the  time  or  times 
fixed  by  the  Secretary  the  amounts  so  certified. 

“state  admintsteative  expenses 

“Sec.  17.  The  Secretary  may  utilize  funds  appropriated 
under  this  section  for  advances  to  each  State  educational 
agency  for  use  for  its  administrative  expenses  in  supervising 
and  giving  technical  assistance  to  the  local  school  districts  in 
their  conducting  of  programs  under  this  Act.  Such  funds 
shall  be  advanced  only  in  amounts  and  to  the  extent  deter¬ 
mined  necessary  by  the  Secretary  to  assist  such  State  agencies 
in  the  administration  of  additional  activities  undertaken  by 
them  under  sections  11,  14,  and  15  of  this  Act.  There  are 
hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  such  sums  as  may  be 
necessary  for  the  purposes  of  this  section. 

“utilization  of  foods 

“Sec.  18.  Each  school  participating  under  section  14  of 
this  Act  shall,  insofar  as  practicable,  utilize  in  its  program 
foods  designated  from  time  to  time  by  the  Secretary  as  being 
in  abundance,  either  nationally  or  in  the  school  area,  or  foods 
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donated  by  the  Secretary.  Foods  available  under  section 
41(3  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949  (63  Stat.  1058),  as 
amended,  or  purchased  under  section  32  of  the  Act  of  August 
24.  1935  (49  Stat.  774) ,  as  amended,  or  section  709  of  the 
Food  and  Agriculture  Act  of  1965  (79  Stat.  1212),  may 
be  donated  by  the  Secretary  to  schools,  in  accordance  with 
the  needs  as  determined  by  local  school  authorities,  for 
utilization  in  their  feeding  programs  under  this  Act. 

“nonprofit  programs 

“Sec.  19.  The  food  and  milk  service  programs  in 
schools  and  nonprofit  institutions  receiving  assistance  under 
this  Act  shall  be  conducted  on  a  nonprofit  basis. 

“statistical  data 

“Sec.  20.  Data  on  numbers  of  children  of  ages  five 
through  seventeen  and  on  per  capita  income  shall  be  made 
available  bv  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  to  the  Secretary  and, 
except  where  otherwise  expressly  stated  in  this  Act,  shall  be 
the  latest  available.  Data  on  the  numbers  of  children,  ages 
5  through  17,  in  families  with  incomes  of  more  than  $2,000 
per  annum  from  payments  under  the  Department  of  Health, 
Education,  and  Welfare's  program  of  aid  to  families  with 
dependent  children  shall  be  provided  by  that  Department. 

“regulations 

“Sec.  21.  The  Secretary  shall  prescribe  such  regula¬ 
tions  as  he  may  deem  necessary  to  carry  out  this  Act. 
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“prohibitions 

“Sec.  22.  (a)  In  carrying  out.  the  provisions  of  sections 
13  through  15  of  this  Act,  neither  the  Secretary  nor  the 
State  shall  impose  any  requirements  with  respect  to  teaching 
personnel,  curriculum,  instruction,  methods  of  instruction, 
and  materials  of  instruction  in  any  nonprofit  institution. 

“(b)  The  value  of  assistance  to  children  under  this  Act 
shall  not  be  considered  to  be  income  or  resources  for  any 
purpose  under  any  Federal  or  State  laws  including,  but  not 
limited  to,  laws  relating  to  taxation,  welfare,  and  public 
assistance  programs.  Expenditures  of  funds  from  State  and 
local  sources  for  the  maintenance  of  food  programs  for 
children  shall  not  he  diminished  as  a  result  of  funds  received 
under  this  Act. 

“preschool  programs 


“Sec.  23.  The  Secretary  may  extend  the  benefits  of 
school  feeding  programs  under  this  Act  to  include  preschool 
programs  operated  as  part  of  the  school  system. 


U 


CENTRALIZATION  OF  ADM  INI  ST  RAT  I  ON 


“Sec.  24.  Authority  for  the  conduct  and  supervision  of 
Federal  programs  to  assist  schools  in  providing  food  service 
programs  for  children  is  assigned  to  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture.  To  the  extent  practicable,  other  Federal  agencies 
administering  programs  under  which  funds  are  to  be  pro¬ 
vided  to  schools  for  such  assistance  shall  transfer  such  funds 


1  to  the  Department  of  Agriculture  for  distribution  through 

2  the  administrative  channels  and  in  accordance  with  the 

3  standards  established  under  this  Act. 

4  “no  change  in  school  lunch  program 

5  “Sec.  25.  The  Secretary  shall  administer  sections  1 

6  through  12  of  this  Act  to  the  maximum  extent  practicable 

7  in  the  same  manner  as  he  administered  those  sections  during 

8  the  fiscal  year  ended  June  30,  1966.” 

Passed  the  Senate  July  12,  1966. 

Attest:  EMERY  L.  ERAZIER, 

Secretary. 
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HIGHLIGHTS:  Senate  passed  foreign  aid  authorization  bMl.  Sen.  Proxmire  urged 

early  decision  on  school  mi LK  program.  House  committee  Voted  to  report  child  nutri¬ 
tion  bill,  and  bill  to  allpiw  planting  on  diverted  acreage^  Rep*  Langen  criticized 
USDA  farm  policies  and  upged  increase  in  food  production. 


SENATE 

1.  FOREIGN  AID.  /Massed,  66-27,  with  an  amendment  H.  R.  15750,  the  Xreign  aid 
authorization  bill,  after  substituting  the  language  of  the  companrvm  bill, 

S.  3584,  As  amended.  S.  3584  was  indefinitely  postponed.  Senate  cXiferees 
were  appointed,  pp.  16243,  16247-78 

BegAn  debate  on  S.  3583,  the  military  assistance  and  sales  bill  (pp.\16278- 
79)./  Sen.  Gruening  submitted  several  amendments  (pp.  16283-7)  and  Sen.  Church 
submitted  one  amendment  to  this  bill,  S.  3583  (p.  16287).  This  bill  would 
.eate  separate  statutes  for  the  economic  and  military  assistance  programs. 


2 


2.  r5^DS.  The  Public  Works  Committee  reported  with  amendments  S.  3155,  to  autl 
rike  appropriations  for  the  construction  of  certain  highways  including  forest 
roads  and  trails  (S.  Rept.  1410).  p.  16283 

3.  FOREIGN  TRADE.  The  Commerce  Committee  voted  to  report  (but  did  not  actually 

report) :\S.  3297,  amended,  to  authorize  the  carriage  of  military  cargoes  by 
U.  S.  flagXyessels  at  reduced  rates  which  are  fair  and  reasonable;  Sr.  1596,, 
amended,  to 'provide  for  quarantine  inspection  by  the  U.  S.  at  port;-s  of  entry 
without  re  indorsement  by  the  owners  of  the  transportation  facilities;  S.  3391, 
amended,  to  exempt  certain  water  carriers  from  provisions  of  thd  Shipping  Act; 

S.  3446,  amended^  to  consolidate  and  reenact  certain  of  the  UY  S.  shipping  laws; 
and  H.  R.  8760,  t/^implement  the  provisions  of  the  International  Convention  for 
the  Prevention  of  tne  Pollution  of  the  Sea  by  Oil.  p.  D67J 

4.  GREAT  LAKES.  Sen.  Hart '''inserted  several  resolutions  relative  to  commerce  and 

conservation  in  the  Great  Lakes  Basin,  pp.  16293-94 

Sen.  Proxmire  spoke  on\he  future  of  the  St.  Lawrghce  Seaway  and  inserted  an 
article,  "Legislation  AskedN^o  Ease  Debts  of  Struggling  Seaway."  p.  16301 

5.  SCHOOL  MILK.  Sen.  Proxmire  urg^d  an  early  meeting  of  the  agricultural  appro¬ 

priations  conference  committee  in  order  that  "*mcertainties  over  the  1967  school 
milk  program  can  be  resolved."  p\  16295 

6.  STRIP  MINING.  Sen.  Nelson  spoke  in  siipporl/of  his  bill,  S.  2688,  re  strip 

mining,  and  inserted  the  conclusions  oX^ri6  report  on  strip  and  surface  mining 
in  Appalachia,  pp.  16295-6 

7.  ELECTRIFICATION.  Sen.  Tower  inserted^ a  resolution  in  support  of  the  bill  to 
establish  a  Bank  for  rural  electri/e  cooperatryes.  pp.  16301-2 


 HOUSE 

8.  CHILD  NUTRITION.  The  Agriculture  Committee  voted  to  report  (but  did  not  actually 
report)  H.  R.  13361,  amended,  to  establish  a  cooperative  Federal-State  child 
nutrition  program  under  the  direction  of  this  Department.  A  subcommittee  had 
approved  this  bill  for  full  committee  action  earlier  in  the  day. 


9.  ACREAGE  DIVERSION.  The  Agriculture  Committee  voted  to  repo 
actually  report)  H./R.  14831,  amended,  to  amend  the  provis 
ting  to  the  plant^hg  of  crops  on  acreage  diverted  under  the 
feed  grains  prog/am.  p.  D673 


(but  did  not 

of  the  law  rela- 
ton,  wheat ,  and 


10.  RECREATION.  The  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  Committee  voted  to  report  (but  did 

not  actually  report)  H.  R.  2778,  amended,  to  provide  for  the  establishment  of 
the  Bighorn  Canyon  National  Recreation  Area.  p.  D674 

11.  WILDLIFE'.  The  Merchant  Marine  and  Fisheries  Committee  voted  to  report  (Wt  did 
not  actually  report)  H.  R.  14136,  amended,  to  amend  the  Migratory  Bird  Hunting 
Stamp  Act,  to  increase  by  $2  the  fee  for  such  stamp,  p.  D674 

12.  C£?fc.  Both  Houses  received  from  the  President  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation1 
'report  for  1965.  pp.  16281-2,  16314-5 
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HIGHLIGHTS:  Senate  received  work"  plans  for  various ''watershed  projects. 
Committee  cleared  road  authorization  and  Dept,  of  Transportation  bills, 
committee  approved  child  nutrition  bill. 


House  Rules 
House  sub- 


1.  CHILD  NUTRITION.  A  subcommittee  of  the  Education  and  Labor  Committee  approved 
for  full  committee  consideration  S.  3467,  the  child  nutrition  bill.  p.  D681 


2.  TP^NSPORTATION.  The  Rules  Committee  reported  a  resolution  for  consideration  of 

H.  R. ^5963,  to  establish  a  Department  of  Transportation,  p.  16465  \ 

3.  ROADS.  The  Rules  Committee  reported  a  resolution  for  consideration  of  H>\R. 

]jf359,  the  road  authorization  bill.  As  reported,  this  bill  would  authorise 


$33  million  for  forest  highways  and  $170  million  for  forest  development  roa 
andv trails  for  both  1968  and  1969.  p.  16465  / 


4.  CIVIL  RIGHTS.  Continued  debate  on  H.  R.  14765,  the  civil  rights  bill. 
16378-4X7,  14638-9 


5.  FARM  PRICES^  WHEAT.  Rep.  Andrews,  N.  Dak.,  criticized  the  "recurring  tendency 
of  the  admiiXstration  to  blame  farmers  for  inflation"  and  inserted  an  article 
which  states  fhat  farmers  are  not  responsible  for  recent  bread-^price  in¬ 
creases.  p,  16\28 


6.  WATERSHEDS.  Rep.  Bering  commended  the  small  watershed  program  and  soil  conser¬ 
vation  district  leaders  in  Nev.  p.  16457 


7.  FISH  PROTEIN.  Rep.  Keith  questioned  the  Food  and  Drug /Administration  decision 
to  withhold  approval  of  fx^sh  protein  concentrate  pending  additional  informa¬ 
tion.  p.  16438 


8,.  RECREATION.  Rep.  Clausen  spolX^in  favor  of  increased  authorization  for  the 
Point  Reyes  National  Seashore  and  inserted  testimony  on  this  and  other  Land 
and  Water  Conservation  Fund  projects.  pp.  1,6447-51 


9.  INFLATION.  Rep.  Ullman  stated  that  the  economy  is  under  threat  of  both  infla¬ 
tion  and  recession  and  urged  Presidential,  action  "to  coordinate  the  use  of  the 
various  tools  which  will  restore  balanced  growth  to  the  economy."  p.  16456 


10.  CLEAN  WATER.  Conferees  were  appointed  on  S.  J034,  to  authorize  feasibility 
studies  of  certain  potential  F/ederal  reclamation  projects  in  the  17  Western 
States.  House  conferees  havX  not  yet  been  appointed.  pp.  16563-65 


11.  FOREIGN  AID.  Sen,  Williams,  N.  J. ,  commended  and  ir^erted  a  speech  by  AID 

Administrator  Bell  on  tbfe  goals  and  results  of  our  foreign  aid  program,  pp. 


16525-7 


12.  APPROPRIATIONS.  Thq/legislative  appropriation  bill,  H.  R/\15456,  was  made  the 
unfinished  busine/s.  p,  16579 


13.  HOUSING;  TRANSPORTATION.  The  "Daily  Digest"  states  that  a  subcommittee  of  the 
Banking  and  Currency  Committee  concluded  consideration  of  several  pending 
housing  bill's,  "agreeing  to  recommend  to  the  full  committee  the  following 
three  clean  bills:  (1)  proposed  Demonstration  Cities  and  Metropolitan  Devel¬ 
opment  Adt,  (2)  to  amend  the  Urban  Mass  Transit  Act  of  1964,  and  (3;\ proposed 
Housing/  and  Urban  Development  Act  of  1966."  p.  D679 


14,  RECITATION.  A  subcommittee  of  the  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  Commit tee\yoted 
report  to  the  full  committee  "without  recommendation"  H.  R.  7524,  to  pi 
^ide  for  establishment  of  the  Oregon  Dunes  National  Seashore.  p.  D679 
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>ad  authorization  bill.  House  Committee  voted  to  re- 
House  subcommittee  approved  bill  cp  provide  check-off 


for  paid  advertising  for/plums,  grapes,  and  pears. 


SENATE 


1.  ROADS.  Passed  as  reported  S.  3155,  the  road  authorization  bill,  whicTs  autho¬ 

rizes  $3y  million  for  forest  highways  and  $170  million  for  forest  development 
roads  and  trails  for  each  of  the  fiscal  years  1968  and  1969.  pp.  16662^75 

2.  ORGANIZATION  OF  CONGRESS.  Both  Houses  received  from  the  Joint  Committee  on  ’tne 
Organization  of  Congress  a  report,  "Organization  of  Congress"  (S.  Rept.  14141s 

16604,  16787 
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7. 


8. 


10. 


11. 


3. 


APPROPRIATIONS. 
prYation  bill. 


Passed  with  amendments  H.  R.  15456,  the  legislative  appro- 
pp.  16675-7,  16681-9Q  Senate  conferees  were  appointed. 


4.  LABOR  STANDARDS.  Sen.  Javits  submitted  an  amendment  to  H.  R.  13712,  th^  mini¬ 
mum  wage  bill,  which  he  stated  would  bar  "arbitrary  age  discrimination  in 
employment. "  p.  16619 


5.  PERSONNEL.  The  Finance  Committee  voted  to  report  (but  did  not  actually  report) 
with  amendments  H.  R.  15119,  the  proposed  Unemployment  Insurance  Amendments  of 
1966.  p.  D686 


6. 


RECLAMATION.  A  subcommittee  of  the  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  Committee 
approved  for  full  committee  action  S.  553,  to  consent  to  tme  Upper  Niobrara 
River  Compact  betweekWyo.  and  Nebr. ;  and  S.  2297,  giving  U.  S.  district  courts 
jurisdiction  over  actions  brought  to  determine  just  compensation  for  lands 
acquired  by  the  U.  S.  f of  irrigation  purposes,  pp.  D( 


56-7 


WHEAT.  Sen.  McGee  was  added  as  a  cosponsor  of  S.  3550, 
cent-per-bushel  export  marketing  certificate  on  wheat. 


to  provide  for  a 

p.  16620 


25- 


INFLATION.  Sen.  Proxmire  inserted  a  Fortune  magazine  "review  of  the  current 
economic  situation."  pp.  16626 

Sen.  Tower  criticized  Secretar^Freeman'  ^statement  on  farm  prices  and 


claimed  that  the  "farmer  and  ranchers  cannot?  be  blamed  for  today  s  higher  con¬ 


sumer  prices."  pp.  16634-35 


9.  CHILD  NUTRITION.  Sen.  Froxmire  commend/cK  the  amended  version  of  the  child 

nutrition  bill  reported  by  the  House  -Committee  and  urged  quick  action  so  that 
the  "uncertainty"  of  the  school  mily  program  can  be  resolved,  p.  16629 


GOVERNORS'  CONFERENCE.  Sen.  Javit/  inserted  resolutions  of  the  Governors' 
conference  urging  coordination  </i  Federal  aid  programs,  expressing  support  of 


S.  561,  the  proposed  Intergovernmental  Cooperation  Act,  and  urging  enactment 
of  legislation  "to  make  certain  that  agricultural  income  be  adjusted  to  a  level 
that  American  farmers  are  receiving  their  rightful  share  of  the  national  in¬ 


come  . 1 


16629 


FOREIGN  AID.  Sen.  Ervin/inserted  an  explanation  of  his  v&£e  against  the 
foreign  aid  authorization  bill.  pp.  16650-51 

Sen.  Fulbright.  expressed  concern  that  "continued  expansion  of  foreign  aid 
and  the  war  in  Vietnam  will  inevitably  reduce  the. .. effectiveness  of  many 
domestic  programs,/  and  inserted  supporting  information,  pp.  Lf>655-62 


12.  PERSONNEL.  Sen./konroney  paid  tribute  to  Charles  S.  Murphy  on  the\anniversary 
of  "30  years  or  dedicated  service  to  the  Federal  Government"  and  inserted  a 
biographical/sketch,  pp.  16651-53 


HOUSE 


13.  CHILD  NUTRITION.  The  Education  and  Labor  Committee  voted  to  report  (but  did 
not  actually  report)  S.  3467,  amended,  the  child  nutrition  bill.  p.  D688 


14.  TRAFFIC  SAFETY.  The  Interstate  and  Foreign  Commerce  Committee  reported  with 
amendment  H.  R.  13228,  the  proposed  Traffic  Safety  Act  of  1966  (H.  Rept. 


776).  p.  16787 
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LOANS.  The  Agriculture  Committee  reported  H.  R.  15510,  to  authorize  tshis 
/Department  to  hold  prepayments  made  to  the  Secretary  by  insured-loan  borrowers 
and  transmit  them  to  the  holders  of  the  notes  in  installments  as  they  become 
due  (H.  Rept.  1785).  p.  16817  \ 
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2.  CHILD  NUTRITION.  The  Agriculture  Committee  reported  with  amendments  H.  R. 

13361,  to  establish  a  cooperative  Federal-State  child  nutrition  program  under 
the  direction  of  this  Department  (H.  Rept.  1787).  ji  1  1G&M 
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3.  RECLAMATION.  The  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  Committee  reported  with  an  amend¬ 
ment  H.  R.  9976,  relating  to  the  compensation  to  owners  of  private  land  utilised 
forvditches  or  canals  in  connection  with  any  reclamation  projects  (H.  Rept. 
1784X,  p.  16817 


4.  CIVIL  RIGHTS. 
16792-808s 


Continued  debate  on  H.  R.  14765,  the  civil  rights  bill. 


5.  FOOD  PRICES;  INFLATION.  Rep.  MacGregor  criticized  Secretary  Freeman/s  alleged 

statement  to  Congressional  candidates  urging  them  to  ’'slip,  slide /and  duck 
any  question  of^iigher  consumer  prices  if  you  possibly  can."  p,/l6813 

6.  RULES  COMMITTEE. vot^d  to  report  resolution  for  consideration  o£  S.  3105,  the 

military  construction  authorization  bill  (including  Commodity  Credit  Corpora¬ 
tion  repayments  for  family  housing);  H.  R.  15098,  propose^  HemisFair  Act 
Amendments;  and  S.  2934\the  community  development  districts  bill.  p.  D694 

SENATE 


7.  EDUCATION.  Passed  as  reported\S.  2097,  to  provide  effective  procedures  for 

enforcement  of  the  establishment  and  free  exercise  clauses  of  the  first  amend¬ 
ment  to  the  Constitution,  The  ball  would  "achieve  this  ambition  by  affording 
the  judicial  machinery  necessary  f^r  instituting  an  equitable  action  for 
declaratory  judgment  to  obtain  judicial  review  of  the  constitutionality  of 
grants  or  loans"  made  under  certain  health /nd  education  acts  and  the  Economic 
Opportunity  Act.  pp.  16824,  16856-73,\.6890-93 

8.  LANDS,  A  subcommittee  of  the  Interior  afid^Insular  Affairs  Committee  approved 

for  full  committee  consideration  S.  3L78,  to.  amend  the  Taylor  Grazing  Act  so 
as  to  eliminate  gaps  in  Interior’s  exchange  authority  under  the  Act.  p.  D692 

9.  DAIRY  INDUSTRY.  Sen.  Aiken  inserted  three  articles  which  he  stated  explain  "why 

the  price  of  milk  has  risen  in /he  Greater  BostonWea."  pp.  6824-26 

Sen.  Proxmire  expressed  ther  hope  that  the  agricultural  appropriations  con¬ 
ference  committee  "will  accede  to  the  Senate  figure  rqr  the  school  milk  pro¬ 
gram."  p,  16834 

10.  FARM  PRICES;  INFLATION.  /Sen.  Curtis  criticized  Secretary  Freeman's  alleged 
statement  to  congressional  candidates  at  a  closed  briefing  \that  they  must 
overcome  deep  resentment  against  the  administration  in  farm  areas  and  should 
stay  away  from  discussion  of  inflation,"  and  inserted  an  editorial  on  this 
subject,  pp.  16893-94 

Sen.  McGoverty  inserted  newspaper  article  excerpts  on  "milk,  br\ad,  butter 
and  egg  price  /ncreases"  and  stated  "if  farm  prices  are  allowed  toNremain  in¬ 
equitably  low/,  .the  production  of  food  items  will  decline,  supply  will  become 
short,  and  Scarcities  will  cause  skyrocketing  food  prices."  pp.  1682% 28 


C 


11.  NATIONAL 
Natiom 


PARK.  Sen.  Kuchel  spoke  in  support  of  his  bill  to  establish  a  R^i 
Park  in  Calif.,  pp.  16904-5 


jood 


BALANCE -OF -PAYMENTS.  Received  from  the  Attorney  General  a  report  "on  exfimptioi 
frptn  the  antitrust  laws  to  assist  in  safeguarding  the  balance-of-payments 
fsition  of  the  United  States."  p.  16819 
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CHILD  NUTRITION  ACT  OF  1966 


July  29,  1966. —  Committed  to  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State 
of  the  Union  and  ordered  to  be  printed 


Mr.  Cooley,  from  the  Committee  on  Agriculture,  submitted  the 

following 


REPORT 


[To  accompany  II. R.  13361] 


The  Committee  on  Agriculture,  to  whom  was  referred  the  bill 
(H.R.  13361)  to  establish  a  cooperative  Federal-State  child  nutrition 
program  under  the  direction  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture, 
having  considered  the  same,  report  favorably  thereon  with  an  amend¬ 
ment  and  recommend  that  the  bill  do  pass. 

The  amendment  is  as  follows: 

Strike  out  all  after  the  enacting  clause  and  insert: 

That  this  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  “Child  Nutrition  Act  of  1966”. 

DECLARATION  OF  PURPOSE 

Sec.  2.  In  recognition  of  the  demonstrated  relationship  between  food  and  good 
nutrition  and  the  capacity  of  children  to  develop  and  learn,  based  on  the  years 
of  cumulative  successful  experience  under  the  national  school  lunch  program 
with  its  significant  contributions  in  the  field  of  applied  nutrition  research,  it  is 
hereby  declared  to  be  the  policy  of  Congress  that  these  efforts  shall  be  extended, 
expanded,  and  strengthened  under  the  authority  of  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
as  a  measure  to  safeguard  the  health  and  well-being  of  the  Nation’s  chlidren,  and 
to  encourage  the  domestic  consumption  of  agricultural  and  other  foods,  by  assisting 
States,  through  grants-in-aid  and  other  means,  to  meet  more  effectively  the 
nutritional  needs  of  our  children. 

SPECIAL  MILK  PROGRAM 
AUTHORIZATION 

Sec.  3.  There  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  for  the  fiscal  year  ending 
June  30,  1967,  not  to  exceed  $110,000,000;  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 
1968,  not  to  exceed  $115,000,000;  and  for  each  of  the  two  succeeding  fiscal  years 
not  to  exceed  $120,000,000,  to  enable  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  under  such 
rules  and  regulations  as  he  may  deem  in  the  public  interest,  to  encourage  con¬ 
sumption  of  fluid  milk  by  children  in  the  United  States  in  (1)  nonprofit  schools  of 
high  school  grade  and  under,  and  (2)  nonprofit  nursery  schools,  child-care  centers, 
settlement  houses,  summer  camps,  and  similar  nonprofit  institutions  devoted  to 
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the  care  and  training  of  children.  For  the  purpose  of  this  section  “United 
States”  means  the  fifty  States  and  the  District  of  Columbia.  The  Secretary 
shall  administer  the  special  milk  program  provided  for  by  this  section  to  the 
maximum  extent  practicable  in  the  same  manner  as  he  administered  the  special 
milk  program  provided  for  by  Public  Law  85-478,  as  amended,  during  the  fiscal 
year  ended  June  30,  1966. 


SCHOOL  BREAKFAST  PROGRAM 
AUTHORIZATION 

Sec.  4.  (a)  There  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  for  the  fiscal  year 
ending  June  30,  1967,  not  to  exceed  $7,500,000;  and  for  the  fiscal  year  ending 
June  30,  1968,  not  to  exceed  $10,000,000,  to  enable  the  Secretary  to  formulate 
and  carry  out  a  pilot  program  to  assist  States  through  grant-in-aid  and  other 
means,  to  initiate,  maintain,  or  expand  nonprofit  breakfast  programs  in  schools. 

APPORTIONMENT  TO  STATES 

(b)  Of  the  funds  appropriated  for  the  purposes  of  this  section,  the  Secretary 
shall  for  each  fiscal  year,  (1)  apportion  $2,600,000  equally  among  the  States 
other  than  Guam,  the  Virgin  Islands,  and  American  Samoa,  and  $45,000  equally 
among  Guam,  the  Virgin  Islands,  and  American  Samoa,  and  (2)  apportion  the 
remainder  among  the  States  in  accordance  with  the  apportionment  formula 
contained  in  section  4  of  the  National  School  Lunch  Act,  as  amended. 

STATE  DISBURSEMENT  TO  SCHOOLS 

(c)  Funds  apportioned  and  paid  to  any  State  for  the  purpose  of  this  section  shall 
be  disbursed  by  the  State  educational  agency  to  schools  selected  by  the  State 
educational  agency,  to  reimburse  such  schools  for  the  cost  of  obtaining  agricultural 
and  other  foods  for  consumption  by  needy  children  in  a  breakfast  program  and 
for  the  purpose  of  subsection  (e).  Such  food  costs  may  include,  in  addition  to  the 
purchase  price,  the  cost  of  processing,  distributing,  transporting,  storing,  and 
handling.  Disbursement  to  schools  shall  be  made  at  such  rates  per  meal  or  on 
such  other  basis  as  the  Secretary  shall  prescribe.  In  selecting  schools,  the  State 
educational  agency  shall,  to  the  extent  practicable,  give  first  consideration  to  those 
schools  drawing  attendance  from  areas  in  which  poor  economic  conditions  exist 
and  to  those  schools  to  which  a  substantial  proportion  of  the  children  enrolled 
must  travel  long  distances  daily. 

(d)  In  circumstances  of  severe  need  where  the  rate  per  meal  established  by  the 
Secretary  is  deemed  by  him  insufficient  to  carry  on  an  effective  breakfast  program 
in  a  school,  the  Secretary  may  authorize  financial  assistance  up  to  80  per  centum 
of  the  operating  costs  of  such  a  program,  including  cost  of  obtaining,  preparing, 
and  serving  food.  In  the  selection  of  schools  to  receive  assistance  under  this 
section,  the  State  educational  agency  shall  require  applicant  schools  to  provide 
justification  of  the  need  for  such  assistance. 

NUTRITIONAL  AND  OTHER  PROGRAM  REQUIREMENTS 

(e)  Breakfasts  served  by  schools  participating  in  the  school  breakfast  program 
under  this  section  shall  consist  of  a  combination  of  foods  and  shall  meet  minimum 
nutritional  requirements  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  on  the  basis  of  tested  nu¬ 
tritional  research.  Such  breakfasts  shall  be  served  without  cost  or  at  a  reduced 
cost  only  to  children  who  are  determined  by  local  school  authorities  to  be  unable 
to  pay  the  full  cost  of  the  breakfast.  In  making  such  determinations,  such  local 
authorities  should,  to  the  extent  practicable,  consult  with  public  welfare  and 
health  agencies.  No  phusical  segregation  of  or  other  discrimination  against  any 
child  shall  be  made  by  the  school  because  of  his  inability  to  pay. 

NONPROFIT  PRIVATE  SCHOOLS 

(f )  The  withholding  of  funds  for  and  disbursement  to  nonprofit  private  schools 
will  be  effected  in  accordance  with  section  10  of  the  National  School  Lunch  Act, 
as  amended,  exclusive  of  the  matching  provision  thereof. 
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NONFOOD  ASSISTANCE  PROGRAM 
AUTHORIZATION 

Sec.  5.  (a)  There  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  for  the  fiscal  year 
ending  June  30,  1967,  not  to  exceed  $12,000,000,  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 

1968,  not  to  exceed  $15,000,000,  for  each  of  the  two  fiscal  years  ending  June  30, 

1969,  and  June  30,  1970,  not  to  exceed  $18,000,000,  and  for  each  fiscal  year  there¬ 
after  such  sums  as  the  Congress  may  hereafter  authorize,  to  enable  the  Secretary 
to  formulate  and  carry  out  a  program  to  assist  the  States  through  grants-in-aid 
and  other  means  to  supply  schools  drawing  attendance  from  areas  in  which  poor 
economic  conditions  exist  with  facilities,  other  than  land  and  buildings,  for  the 
storage,  preparation,  transportation,  and  serving  of  food  to  enable  such  schools 
to  establish,  maintain,  and  expand  school  food  service  programs.  In  the  case  of 
nonprofit  private  schools,  such  facilities  shall  be  for  use  of  such  schools  principally 
in  connection  with  child  feeding  programs  authorized  in  this  Act  and  in  the 
National  School  Lunch  Act,  as  amended,  and  in  the  event  the  facilities  are  no 
longer  so  used,  that  part  of  such  facilities  financed  with  Federal  funds,  or  the 
residual  value  thereof,  shall  revert  to  the  United  States. 

APPORTIONMENTS  TO  STATES 

(b)  The  Secretary  shall  apportion  the  funds  appropriated  for  the  purposes 
of  this  section  among  the  States  during  each  fiscal  year  on  the  same  basis  as 
apportionments  are  made  under  section  4  of  the  National  School  Lunch  Act,  as 
amended,  for  supplying  agricultural  and  other  foods,  except  that  apportionment 
to  American  Samoa  for  any  fiscal  year  shall  be  on  the  same  basis  as  the  apportion¬ 
ment  to  the  other  States.  Payments  to  any  State  of  funds  apportioned  for  any 
fiscal  year  shall  be  made  upon  condition  that  at  least  one-fourth  of  the  cost  of 
any  facilities  financed  under  this  subsection  shall  be  borne  by  State  or  local  funds. 

STATE  DISBURSEMENT  TO  SCHOOLS 

(c)  Funds  apportioned  and  paid  to  any  State  for  the  purpose  of  this  section 
shall  be  disbursed  by  the  State  educational  agency  to  assist  schools,  which  draw 
attendance  from  areas  in  which  poor  economic  conditions  exist  and  which  have 
no,  or  grossly  inadequate,  facilities,  to  conduct  a  school  food  service  program, 
and  to  acquire  such  facilities.  In  the  selection  of  schools  to  receive  assistance 
under  this  section,  the  State  educational  agency  shall  require  applicant  schools 
to  provide  justification  of  the  need  for  such  assistance  and  the  inability  of  the 
school  to  finance  the  food  service  equipment  and  facilities  needed.  Disburse¬ 
ments  to  any  school  may  be  made,  by  advances  or  reimbursements,  only  after 
approval  by  the  State  educational  agency  of  a  request  by  the  school  for  funds, 
accompanied  by  a  detailed  description  of  the  facilities  to  be  acquired  and  the 
plans  for  the  use  thereof  in  effectively  meeting  the  nutritional  needs  of  children 
in  the  school. 

NONPROFIT  PRIVATE  SCHOOLS 

(d)  The  withholding  of  funds  for  and  disbursement  to  nonprofit  private  schools 
will  be  effected  in  accordance  with  section  10  of  the  National  School  Lunch  Act,  as 
amended,  exclusive  of  the  matching  provision  thereof. 

PAYMENTS  TO  STATES 

Sec.  6.  The  Secretary  shall  certify  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  from  time 
to  time  the  amounts  to  be  paid  to  any  State  under  sections  3  through  7  of  this 
Act  and  the  time  or  times  such  amounts  are  to  be  paid;  and  the  Secretary  of  the 
Treasury  shall  pay  to  the  State  at  the  time  or  times  fixed  by  the  Secretary  the 
amounts  so  certified. 

STATE  ADMINISTRATIVE  EXPENSES 

Sec.  7.  The  Secretary  may  utilize  funds  appropriated  under  this  section  for 
advances  to  each  State  educational  agency  for  use  for  its  administrative  expenses 
in  supervising  and  giving  technical  assistance  to  the  local  school  districts  in  their 
conducting  of  programs  under  this  Act.  Such  funds  shall  be  advanced  only  in 
amounts  and  to  the  extent  determined  necessary  by  the  Secretary  to  assist  such 
State  agencies  in  the  administration  of  additional  activities  undertaken  by  them 
under  section  11  of  the  National  School  Lunch  Act,  as  amended,  and  sections  4 
and  5  of  this  Act.  There  are  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  such  sums 
as  may  be  necessary  for  the  purposes  of  this  section. 
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UTILIZATION  OF  FOODS 

Sec.  8.  Each  school  participating  under  section  4  of  this  Act  shall,  insofar  as 
practicable,  utilize  in  its  program  foods  designated  from  time  to  time  by  the 
Secretary  as  being  in  abundance,  either  nationally  or  in  the  school  area,  or  foods 
donated  by  the  Secretary.  Foods  available  under  section  416  of  the  Agricultural 
Act  of  1949  (63  Stat.  1058),  as  amended,  or  purchased  under  section  32  of  the 
Act  of  August  24,  1935  (49  Stat.  774),  as  amended,  or  section  709  of  the  Food 
and  Agriculture  Act  of  1965  (79  Stat.  1212),  may  be  donated  by  the  Secretary  to 
schools,  in  accordance  with  the  needs  as  determined  by  local  school  authorities,  for 
utilization  in  their  feeding  programs  under  this  Act. 

NONPROFIT  PROGRAMS 

Sec.  9.  The  food  and  milk  service  programs  in  schools  and  nonprofit  institutions 
receiving  assistance  under  this  Act  shall  be  conducted  on  a  nonprofit  basis. 

REGULATIONS 

Sec.  10.  The  Secretary  shall  prescribe  such  regulations  as  he  may  deem 
necessary  to  carry  out  this  Act. 

PROHIBITIONS 

Sec.  11.  (a)  In  carrying  out  the  provisions  of  sections  3  through  5  of  this 
Act,  neither  the  Secretary  nor  the  State  shall  impose  any  requirements  with 
respect  to  teaching  personnel,  curriculum,  instruction,  methods  of  instruction,  and 
materials  of  instruction. 

(b)  The  value  of  assistance  to  children  under  this  Act  shall  not  be  considered 
to  be  income  or  resources  for  any  purpose  under  any  Federal  or  State  laws 
including,  but  not  limited  to,  laws  relating  to  taxation,  welfare,  and  public 
assistance  programs.  Expenditures  of  funds  from  State  and  local  sources  for  the 
maintenance  of  food  programs  for  children  shall  not  be  diminished  as  a  result  of 
funds  received  under  this  Act. 

CENTRALIZATION  OF  ADMINISTRATION 

Sec.  12.  Authority  for  the  conduct  and  supervision  of  Federal  programs  to 
assist  schools  in  providing  food  service  programs  for  children  is  assigned  to  the 
Department  of  Agriculture.  To  the  extent  practicable,  other  Federal  agencies 
administering  programs  under  which  funds  are  to  be  provided  to  schools  for  such 
assistance  shall  transfer  such  funds  to  the  Department  of  Agriculture  for  distribu¬ 
tion  through  the  administrative  channels  and  in  accordance  with  the  standards 
established  under  this  Act  and  the  National  School  Lunch  Act. 

PRESCHOOL  PROGRAMS 

Sec.  13.  The  Secretary  may  extend  the  benefits  of  all  school  feeding  programs 
conducted  and  supervised  by  the  Department  of  Agriculture  to  include  preschool 
programs  operated  as  part  of  the  school  system. 

Sec.  14.  There  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  for  any  fiscal  year  such 
sums  as  may  be  necessary  to  the  Secretary  for  his  administrative  expense  under 
this  Act. 

miscellaneous  provisions  and  definitions 

Sec.  15.  For  the  purposes  of  this  Act — 

(a)  “State”  means  any  of  the  fifty  States,  the  District  of  Columbia,  the  Com¬ 
monwealth  of  Puerto  Rico,  the  Virgin  Islands,  Guam,  or  American  Samoa. 

(b)  “State  educational  agency”  means,  as  the  State  legislature  may  determine, 
(1)  the  chief  State  school  officer  (such  as  the  State  superientendent  of  public 
instruction,  commissioner  of  education,  or  similar  officer),  or  (2)  a  board  of  edu¬ 
cation  controlling  the  State  department  of  education. 

(c)  “Nonprofit  private  school”  means  any  private  school  exempt  from  income 
tax  under  section  501  (c)  (3)  of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  of  1954. 

(d)  “School”  means  any  public  or  nonprofit  private  school  of  high  school  grade 
or  under,  including  kindergarten  and  preschool  programs  operated  by  such  school 
and,  with  respect  to  Puerto  Rico,  shall  also  include  nonprofit  child-care  centers 
certified  as  such  by  the  Governor  of  Puerto  Rico. 

(e)  “Secretary”  means  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 
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ACCOUNTS  AND  RECORDS 

Sec.  16.  States,  State  educational  agencies,  schools,  and  nonprofit  institutions 
participating  in  programs  under  this  Act  shall  keep  such  accounts  and  records 
as  may  be  necessary  to  enable  the  Secretary  to  determine  whether  there  has  been 
compliance  with  this  Act  and  the  regulations  hereunder.  Such  accounts  and 
records  shall  at  all  times  be  available  for  inspection  and  audit  by  representatives 
of  the  Secretary  and  shall  be  preserved  for  such  period  of  time,  not  in  excess  of 
three  years,  as  the  Secretary  determines  is  necessary. 

HISTORY  OF  THE  LEGISLATION 

H.R.  13361  was  transmitted  to  the  House  of  Representatives  by 
executive  communication  on  March  4,  1966,  and  referred  to  the 
Committee  on  Agriculture.  The  bill  submitted  with  the  executive 
communication  was  introduced  by  the  chairman  of  the  committee 
on  March  7,  1966. 

Hearings  were  held  before  the  full  Committee  on  Agriculture  on 
!  June  23  and  24,  1966,  and  before  the  Dairy  and  Poultry  Subcommittee 
on  July  22  and  25,  1966.  The  bill  was  ordered  reported  to  the  House 
*  on  July  26,  1966. 

The  bill  as  submitted  by  the  administration  to  the  House  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives  would  have  superseded  the  national  school  lunch  program 
and  the  special  milk  program  with  legislation  which  would  have 
substantially  reduced  the  scope  of  these  programs  and  concentrated 
the  activities  in  areas  of  economic  distress. 

COMMITTEE  AMENDMENT 

The  committee  amendment  strikes  out  all  after  the  enacting  clause 
of  H.R.  13361  and  substitutes  an  entirely  new  provision  in  lieu  thereof. 

I  The  committee  amendment  does  not  amend  the  National  School 
Lunch  Act  in  any  respect.  It  would  permit  this  law  to  operate  in 
the  future  exactly  as  it  has  in  the  past  at  a  level  of  appropriation 
determined  upon  by  the  Congress. 

The  committee  amendment  would  continue  for  an  additional  3 
years  the  special  milk  program,  through  which  milk  at  reduced  prices 
is  made  available  to  children  in  schools,  summer  camps,  and  similar 
institutions. 

The  bill  as  amended  provides  for  two  new  programs  of  child  feeding. 
The  first  is  a  school  breakfast  program  which  will  be  carried  out  on  a 
pilot  basis  with  a  limited  appropriation  in  substantially  the  same 
manner  that  the  schools  are  now  carrying  out  lunch  and  milk  programs. 

The  second  new  program  is  a  nonfood  assistance  program  which 
will  assist  those  schools  which  cannot  finance  the  installation  of  food 
preparation  and  serving  facilities  and  equipment  to  obtain  this  type 
of  equipment. 

PURPOSE 

The  purpose  of  H.R.  13361  is  to  broaden  the  base  of  our  national 
effort  to  improve  the  nutrition  of  children  in  school.  At  the  present 
time,  and  for  the  past  20  years  the  major  national  program  in  this 
field  has  been  the  national  school  lunch  program.  This  program  has 
worked  well  and  commands  approval  and  community  support  in  the 
thousands  of  schools  in  which  it  is  operating. 
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H.R.  13361  seeks  to  gear  the  new  approaches  through  the  same  State 
and  local  government  channels  of  operation,  administration,  and 
cooperation  that  have  served  so  effectively  for  the  past  20  years. 

The  new  programs  will  be  grant-in-aid  programs  to  encourage  the 
States  and  the  schools  to  expand  their  efforts  or  to  initiate  new  efforts 
to  assure  an  adequate  level  of  nutrition  to  our  schoolchildren  regard¬ 
less  of  the  family’s  income. 

It  is  the  committee’s  belief  that  with  these  new  authorities  we  shall 
be  able  to  move  forward  in  making  good  nutrition  more  widely  avail¬ 
able  to  our  children.  Good  health  is  based  on  good  nutrition  and  a 
child’s  physical  and  mental  well-being — his  ability  to  learn,  to  grow, 
and  to  become  a  healthy,  effective  adult,  depend  in  large  measure  on 
his  dijt  through  his  childhood  years. 

These  new  proposals  will  also  have  as  an  important  feature  a  long¬ 
term  impact  on  the  demand  for  agricultural  products  produced  by  our 
farmers.  The  national  school  lunch  program  is  the  largest  single  food 
service  in  the  world  and  an  important  market  for  all  farmers.  The 
requirement  in  H.R.  13361,  for  example,  that  Federal  support  for  a 
breakfast  program  is  contingent  on  meeting  nutritional  standards 
based  on  tested  nutritional  research  means  not  only  that  participating 
children  will  be  assured  a  good  breakfast  but  that  the  combination  of 
foods  served  will  increase  the  commercial  demand  for  a  wide  range 
of  foods. 


SPECIAL  MILK  PROGRAM 


This  program  has  been  in  operation  since  1954.  It  has  proved  a 
valuable  supplement  in  our  efforts  to  improve  child  nutrition.  We 
feel  it  should  now  properly  be  incorporated  as  part  of  our  total  effort 
in  child  nutrition. 

Some  3  billion  half  pints  of  milk  were  consumed  under  this  program 
in  fiscal  year  1966 — about  2%  percent  of  our  national  fluid  milk  con¬ 
sumption.  This  is  a  net  addition  to  the  3  billion  half  pints  of  milk 
consumed  in  fiscal  1966  as  part,  of  the  type  A  meal  under  the  national 
school  lunch  program. 

No  one  questions  the  value  of  milk  to  our  children  and  this  pro¬ 
gram,  by  making  milk  available  at  a  reduced  price,  puts  this  food 
within  reach  of  even  our  neediest  childi 

Section  3  of  H.R.  13361  provides  for  a  4-year  extension  of  the  milk 
program  at  about  the  present  level  of  operation  and  stipulates  that 
the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  shall  administer  the  program  to  the  extent 
possible  in  the  same  manner  in  which  the  program  was  administered 
during  fiscal  year  1966. 


SCHOOL  BREAKFAST  PROGRAM 


In  recent  years  there  has  been  a  growing  awareness  that  many 
children  arrive  at  school  hungry  for  a  number  of  reasons.  In  many 
rural  areas,  especially  with  the  trend  toward  school  consolidation, 
children  travel  long  distances  every  day  by  bus.  In  urban  areas,  with 
the  tremendous  increase  in  the  number  of  working  mothers,  both 
parents  frequently  must  leave  for  work  long  before  the  children  leave 
for  school.  In  these  circumstances,  it  is  difficult  to  get  the  children 
off  to  a  good  nutritional  start  for  the  day.  The  child’s  health  suffers, 
his  schoolwork  suffers.  He  is  listless  and  inattentive  or  restless  and 
inattentive  because  he  is  hungry.  Some  schools  have  recognized  the 
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need  and  have  initiated  limited  breakfast  programs.  The  results  of 
these  occasional  efforts  have  been  sufficiently  promising  to  warrant  a 
broader,  nationally  based  pilot  program. 

In  selecting  schools,  the  State  educational  agency  shall,  to  the 
extent  practicable,  give  first  consideration  to  those  schools  drawing 
attendance  from  areas  in  which  poor  economic  conditions  exist  and 
to  those  schools  to  which  a  substantial  proportion  of  the  children 
enrolled  must  travel  long  distances.  Needy  children  will  receive 
their  breakfasts  either  free  or  at  a  nominal  price.  Other  children  in 
the  schools  selected  participate  on  a  paying  basis.  Federal  funds  will 
be  provided  to  the  schools  on  a  reimbursement  basis  to  assist  the 
schools  in  purchasing  food  for  all  breakfasts  served  in  much  the  same 
manner  as  has  been  done  under  the  national  school  lunch  program. 
In  cases  of  severe  need,  Federal  funds  will  be  authorized  to  pay  for 
up  to  80  percent  of  the  operating  costs  of  the  breakfast  program. 

Under  section  3  of  H.R.  13361,  the  committee  has  recommended 
such  a  pilot  program  for  a  2-year  test.  Each  State  will  be  assured  of 
a  basic  grant  with  the  remainder  of  any  funds  appropriated  appor¬ 
tioned  on  the  basis  of  the  National  School  Lunch  Act  formula. 

An  important  feature  of  the  proposal  is  the  requirement  that,  to 
qualify  for  Federal  assistance,  the  participating  school  will  agree  to 
serve  a  combination  of  foods  that  shall  meet  minimum  nutritional 
requirements  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  on  the  basis  of  tested 
nutritional  research.  This  follows  the  pattern  and  the  experience  of 
the  lunch  program  and  assures  that  the  breakfasts  served  will  make  a 
positive  contribution  toward  a  child’s  nutrition. 

NONFOOD  ASSISTANCE  PROGRAM 

Despite  the  continuing  growth  of  the  national  school  lunch  program 
over  a  20-year  period,  there  are  still  millions  of  children  who  have  no 
food  service  at  school.  Many  of  these  children  attend  schools  in 
communities  that  simply  cannot  finance  the  cost  of  acquiring  the 
necessary  equipment.  This  fact  of  life  is  an  important  obstacle  to 
improving  the  nutrition  of  children  most  in  need  of  help. 

The  bill  would  help  to  remove  this  obstacle  by  authorizing  a  pro¬ 
gram  to  provide  schools  in  low-income  areas  with  funds  to  acquire 
equipment  for  the  purpose  of  establishing,  maintaining,  and  expand¬ 
ing  school  food  service. 

Payments  to  the  States  under  this  proposal  will  be  based  on  the 
condition  that  at  least  one-fourth  of  the  cost  of  any  equipment  fi¬ 
nanced  under  this  program  will  be  met  by  State  and  local  sources. 

In  selecting  schools  for  this  type  of  assistance,  the  State  educational 
agency  is  expected  to  review  carefully  any  proposals  made  by  a  school. 
This  review  will  include  an  examination  of  the  school’s  justification  of 
need  and  the  school’s  inability  to  finance  the  equipment  with  funds 
from  whatever  source  such  as  school  sponsors,  donations,  local  tax 
resources,  etc. 

STATE  ADMINISTRATIVE  EXPENSES 

For  20  years,  all  costs  of  administering  the  national  school  lunch 
program  in  each  State  have  been  borne  by  the  State  educational 
agencies.  They  have  done  an  excellent  job  of  making  the  program 
available  and  providing  a  wide  range  of  technical  aids  and  assistance 
to  participating  schools. 
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A  much  more  detailed  and  difficult  task  lies  ahead.  They  are  being 
asked  to  undertake  new  kinds  of  responsibilities  for  child  nutrition. 
The  breakfast  program  will  require  a  special  effort  on  their  part. 
Requests  from  schools  for  equipment  assistance  will  have  to  be  care¬ 
fully  analyzed.  The  special  assistance  provision  of  the  national  school 
lunch  program  means  additional  careful  review  of  a  school’s  need  for 
and  justification  of  its  need  for  special  consideration  and  extra  funds 
to  finance  a  lunch  program. 

The  committee  believes  the  time  has  now  come  to  give  the  State 
educational  agencies  some  financial  help  in  order  to  assure  a  prudent, 
orderly,  and  effective  administration  of  programs  outlined  above  and 
has  so  recommended. 

CENTRALIZATION  OF  ADMINISTRATION 

During  the  past  several  years,  other  agencies  of  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment,  using  their  own  authorities  and  funds,  have  moved  into  the 
child  school  food  service  area.  It  is  true  that  they  have  moved  to/Tj 
meet  a  need  that  the  Department  of  Agriculture  was  inhibited  from  VJ- 
meeting  for  lack  of  clear-cut  authority  to  do  so.  This  has  introduced 
a  considerable  amount  of  confusion  at  the  State  and  local  level  because 
of  varying  requirements  and  regulations. 

The  committee  believes  it  is  now  time  to  eliminate  this  confusion 
and  place  full  authority  in  the  hands  of  the  Department  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  for  the  conduct  and  supervision  of  Federal  programs  to  assist 
schools  in  providing  food  service  programs  for  children. 

Over  a  period  of  many  years  the  Department  ofAgriculture  has 
demonstrated  a  capability  for  effective  and  efficient  administration 
of  a  variety  of  food  assistance  programs  designed  to  help  improve 
nutrition  among  children  and  among  low-income  families. 

They  have  done  an  excellent  job  not  only  with  the  national  school 
lunch  and  special  milk  programs  but  with  the  commodity  donation 
and  food  stamp  programs  as  well.  These  are  all  related  programs 
and  require  the  type  of  coordinated  approach  and  operation  the 
Department  of  Agriculture  has  demonstrated  it  can  deliver.  The 
Department  has  developed  the  necessary  lines  of  administration  and 
communication  through  the  appropriate  State  agencies  to  partici¬ 
pating  local  jurisdictions.  They  have  also  developed  a  wide  range  of/"^ 
technical  aids  and  techniques  for  use  by  State  and  local  agencies  in'^ 
educating  children  and  low-income  families  on  the  essentials  of  good 
nutrition. 

The  administration  of  these  food  assistance  programs  is  an  im¬ 
portant  part  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture’s  total  responsibility 
to  farmers  and  consumers. 

PRESCHOOL  PROGRAMS 

There  are  many  changes  underway  in  our  educational  system.  One 
of  the  new  and  expanding  developments  is  the  growing  number  of 
preschool  programs  carried  on  by  the  schools.  In  order  to  remove  any 
doubt  as  to  whether  or  not  these  children  may  participate  in  school 
food  service  programs,  the  Committee  has  authorized  the  Secretary 
of  Agriculture  to  extend  the  benefits  of  all  school  feeding  programs 
conducted  and  supervised  by  the  Department  of  Agriculture  to  include 
preschool  programs  operated  as  part  of  the  school  system. 
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Mr.  Cooley  introduced  the  following  bill;  which  was  referred  to  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Agriculture 

July  29, 1966 

Reported  with  an  amendment,  committed  to  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House 
on  the  State  of  the  Union,  and  ordered  to  be  printed 

[Strike  out  all  after  the  enacting  clause  and  insert  the  part  printed  in  italic] 


A  BILL 

To  establish  a  cooperative  Eederal-State  child  nutrition  program 
under  the  direction  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa- 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled , 

3  That  this  A-et  muy  bo  cited  as  the  “Child  Nutrition  Act  of 
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UKOT  A  R  ATION  OR  PURPOSE 
SePt  At  In  recognition  of  the  demonstrated  relationship 
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and  learn7  based  on  the  years  of  eumHlative  sue- 
experienee  under  the  national  school  lunch 
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tioa  researeby  it  is  hereby  declared  to  be  the  policy  el  Goa 


gress 


aad 


os  o  ateasarc  'to  safeguard  tbe  health  and  well 


being  ei  tbe  bfatioab  ebildreiy  with  special  effort  directed 


toward  iatproying  tbe  aetrbiee  ol  ebiidreo  from  b>w-ineotne 
familicsT  and  to  ear  oarage  tbe  domestic  eonsamptiea  of  agrb 
eabaraf  aad  other  foodsT  by  assisting  Statesy  tbroagb  graots- 
ia-aid  aad  atber  meaner  to  raeet  mere  etieetmdy  tbe  aatri- 
tioaal  needs  of  oar  ebddreaT 

A4ALL  I  NATIONAL  SCHOOL  4AA1G44  AAH  C444L44 
Ab-TdldTIOA-  gROQ&AM 


AETHQRIZ-ATI0X 


Sect  404t  Abe  Secretary  shad  fornndate  aad  carry  oat 
a  aatioaaf  reboot  bmeb  aad  ebifd  aHtritioa  program  to 
assist  Statesy  through  graats4a-aid  aad  other  meansy  to 
establishy  maintain,  aad  espaad  nonprofit  seboof  food  seie 
programs  for  ebildrem 
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APPORTtey-MEXTs  eg  states 
SeOt  402t  -(a)-  Abe  Secretary  sbab  apportioa  annmg  tbe 
States  dariag  each  bseal  year  act  iess  thaa  -To  per  eeatuar 
of  tbe  faads  appropriated  for  tbe  purposes  of  this  tithy 
exeludi  ug  seetioa  40-Cy  for  saeb  year  for  obtaining  agriead- 
taral  aad  other  foods.  Apportionment  among  tbe  States 
h1iu.11  be  made  oa  tbe  basis  of  two  faetorss  -f4)-  the  partici¬ 
pation  rate  for  tbe  Statey  aad  -f2}-  tbe  assistance  need  rate 


o 
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1  for  tke  State.-  ¥ke  amount  of  apportionment  to  any  State 

2  skall  to  determined  ky  tke  folio-wing  met-1  md-r  korsty  deter- 

3  mine  an  in  dev  for  tke  State  ky  multiplying  faeiors  -ft-}-  *«4 

4  (2)  ;  seeondy  divide  tkis  index  ky  tke  sum  of  tke  indexes 

5  for  all  tke  Statess  and  tliirdT  apply  tke  figure  tkos 

6  to  tke  total  funds  to  to  apportioned-?  4t  any  State 

7  utilise  att  foods  so  apportioned  to  tty  of  if  additional  foods 

8  aFe  made  avadakle  foF  apportionment  oodeF  ttds  s 

9  ajaeog  tke  States^  tke  Seeretary  skall  make  footkeF 
s  to  tke  remaining  States  to  tke  same  manner?  ktot- 

41  witkstanding  tke  foregoing  provisions  of  tkts  seetiony  fee  tke 

42  fiseat  year  keginning  doty  -h  kfififiy  tke  amount  appoFtiooed 

43  to  Ameriean  Sanson  skatt  ke  $2oyQ00y  wkiek  amount  skatt 

44  ke  fiest  dedoeted  from  tke  funds  avaitakte  for  appoFtionment 

f  1  w  i  ti  m  oi i  ii  4  y.  i  <  \  1  ov^Twivtwn  >  i  wl  4/  \  f|  >  o  /  \  f  1  w 

till  tTrilVMllltn  TT7  T7t“  ftp  JJUl  t  ItlTTT  tt  TTT  III  V  tit  1 1  4  1 
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44  -fk-)-  knnds  apportioned  to  any  State  undeF  seetion  402 

48  km  any  fiseat  yeaF  skall  ke  avaitakte  foe  payment  to  soek 
4^  State  foF  diskoFsement  ky  tke  State  edueational  ageneyy  for 

4 1  i  /  \  rtn  r\  /  n  ooiof  m  t\'  O  /  •  1  W  w  \\  O  111  4  1  l  ■»!  4  O  4/  1  444-  /  tltf  U  II  I  1  1  I  O' 

L  i lu  U ill  I ) '  Ini  U 1  lb  l  111 ^  Sv  1 1 L / *  / 1  »s  ill  1 1 1  i 1 1'  UltilL"  TxT  \  M  '  1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 

and  otkeF  foods  foF  eonsumption  ky  ekildren 


during  snek  fiseat  year? 


to,  4  /  y  uiiTr  4  it  iii  liinrl  v1 

[Jo  Tv/  ( 11 1  y  1 1 1  tel  v"  tlT  irtTitto 


28  ^  apportioned  in  any  fiseat  year  skatt  ke  made  upon  eondi- 
24  tion  tkat  eaek  dollar  wilt  ke  mateked  ky  tkree  dollars  from 
sourees  witkin  tke  State  determined  ky  tke  Seeretary  to 
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have  been  expended  in  connection  -with  the  program  under 
lids  idler  4n  Ike  ease  el  any  State  whose  per  capita  income 
is  less  lhan  the  per  eapha  ineome  ol  Ike  United  States,  Ike 
matching  required  lor  any  fiscal  year  shall  he  decreased  ky 
Ike  percentage  -which  the  Stale  per  capita  income  is  heiow 
the  per  capita  income  ol  the  Idnited  States?  dor  the  pur¬ 
pose  ol  determining  whether  the  matching  requirements  ol 
this  section  and  section  40fiy  respectively,  have  keen  mety 
the  reasonable  value  ol  donated  scrvicesy  snppliesy  faeilitiesy 
and  equipment  as  certified,  respectively,  ky  the  State  educa¬ 
tional  agency  andy  in  ease  ol  schools  receiving  lands  pur¬ 
suant  to  section  40fiy  ky  such  schools  -(-but  not  the  eost  or 
value  ol  land,  or  ol  the  acquisition,  constrnctiony  or  altera- 
tien  ol  buildings  or  ol  commodities  donated  ky  the  Secre¬ 
tary,  or  ol  dederal  contributions) ,  may  be  regarded  as 
lands  Irom  sources  within  the  State  expended  in  connection 
■with  the  program  under  this  title. 

DIRECT  EEDE1EWL  E-X-rENDITU-REB 
Se-€V  4fitk  dhe  lands  appropriated  lor  any  fiscal  year 
lor  carrying  out  the  provisions  ol  this  title,  cxiduding  section 
4Q7y  less  not  to  exceed  o  o  per  centum  thereof  hereby  made 
available  to  the  Secretary  for  his  administrative  expenses 
under  this  Aety  less  the  amount  apportioned  by  him  pursu- 
ant  to  sections  and  40fiy  shall  be  available  to  the  Secre¬ 
tary  during  such  year  for  direct,  expenditure  by  him  for  agri- 
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»)!>/]  /  1  >  AV  {  <  W~wl  X*  4/ i  1  \  n  /I  1  K-'f  1*1  1  vH-f /'wl  A  TT 1  All  O’  t]  >  n  Sit  A  t  O 

itllll  U  111U  I  itTt/ttu  l  U  MU'  vll  u  11 1  Yj  ill  v,  vl  (till  v /  1 1  ^  TmU  U  liilv.  u 

and  schools  participating  m  the  pfegmffl  under  tins  title 

mo  r^Amvl  o  av  ill  i  tl  i  n  i  n  c?,  niuyl  tl  i  o  1  i  v/ui  1 

ctUUUl  tillllL  vj  > \  1 l 1 1  l 11U  11 UL  tlu  cl  o  tit"  IU 1  111 11 1U  U  U  V  1 11U  lUt  cl  1 

school  autheritiesT  4he  previsions  el  law  eentained  in  the 
previse  el  the  Act  el  June  28j  1937  -(90  Statr  323fy  laeih- 
tating  operations  with  respeet  te  the  purchase  and  disposi 
tien  el  surplus  agricultural  commodities  under  section  3d  el 
the  Aet  approved  -August  24y  4939  -(49  Slat.  774)  ,-  as 

f>  ll'l  eia/l  e  (1  elinll  f  a  1 1  i  q  av  fen  t  n  rvf  ill  AAllOief  r^V>f  ttti|1i  t  It  a  rvvA 
illllU  JLlUlUll  y  ollctll  IU  til  U  t  A  lull  t  Ht7T  lllUUllolo  tUll  t  >  V 1 1 1 1  1 1 1 U  Ill  U 

visions  el  tins  title,  also  be  applicable  te  expenditures  el 
lands  by  tbe  Secretary  under  tbis  titles 


STATE 


TO  SCHOOLS 


Secs  4947  bounds  apportioned  under  seetien  49d  and 
paid  te  any  State  shall  be  disbursed  by  tbe  State  educational 
agency  te  these  schools  in  the  State  whieh  the  State  educa¬ 
tional  agency,-  taking  into  account  need  and  attendance,  de- 

lentil li eg  n re  el i rn  It!  a  f a  7~>e id i / 1 1 a e f a  m  f  1 1 o  i7i»A rrvo m  nnrlei*  tlno 
tui  llllllU'o  ttTT7  trllg  llJlt7  TAT  TTCt  11  I  IT  j  lilTAJ  TXT  tilt"  TTTUa^I  Util  ttllttv  X  tilth 

titleT  ©isbursement  te  any  school  shall  be  made  only  ler  the 
purpose  el  reimbursing  it  ler  the  cost  el  obtaining  agri- 

nn rl  olli av  CaacI n  1  ai»  aaa ci li ~itt  Trf i att  1ot  aIi i  1  rl yen  m  tli a 
till  it  tit  1 1  ui  itltitlh  itrr  uuiin  mil  ill  ltin  t/A  trllllUll  vll  til  ill  U 

\ _  ,Qii  a]i  IaaxI  c<oc  4  o  ITT  n  t  j-  in  el  i 1  i  \  A-  i  it  o  rl  /1 1  f  1  mi  Ia  fli  a 

IT  tjttvH  1 U Ull  U" v'o l b  111 1 1  j  1 1 1 U 1  lill U  j  11 1  ilUltll  llUli  t  v  111 U 

purchase  price  el  agricultural  and  ether  leedsj  the  cost  el 

TlVAeA^  011)0'  rl  lijfui  1  ill  f  I  11  A*  tru  1 1  CIlAull  11  Q*  C’f  AV111  O*  a  l  w  1  Ti  Cl  IT  rll  1  IT  O* 
JTrt/v  v  uotrt^y  til  oil  ILMlllIlsL,}  1 1  M  Itopo  1  1 1 1 1  ^  ^  ott/lUlgy  itHtt  liillivllllljL*,  • 

4n  no  event  shall  such  disbursement  ler  lend  te  any  school  ler 
any  hseal  year  exceed  an  amount  determined  by 


1  the  number  el  lunches  served  in  the  school  in  the 

2  under  this  title  during  such  year  by  the  maximum  Federal 

3  food-cost  distribution  rate  foe  the  State,  fee  the  type  el  lunch 

4  seeved?  as  proscribed  by  the  Secretary  lea  schools  ether  than 

r'  .  . 

5  these  receiving  special  assistant's  an  ties  seetien  40sb 

6  NttTKffiea-An  a-xb  eeHun  nueeuAM  mHQe+nuwHxns 

1  Sum  -tthh  Lunches  staved  he  sehetds  participating  in  tire 

8  program  andca  this  title  shall  censist  el  a  combination  el 

9  feeds  and  shah  meet  minim  am  nntaitienal  eorprircinents  pee- 

10  scribed  he  the  Secretary  en  the  basis  el  tested  nntaitienal 

11  nescareliT  Such  meals  shah  he  served  without  cost  ea  at  a 

12  aedueed  cost  te  cbildeen  who  aae  determined  he  fecal  school 

13  authorities  te  Ire  unable  te  pay  the  tuh  cost  el  the  lunch? 
11  dn  making  snch  determinations,  such  fecal  authorities  should? 

15  te  the  extent  practicable?  eensnl-t  with  public  wehaae  and 

16  health  agencies?  die  physical  segregation  el  ea  ethea  dis- 
11  crimination  against  any  child  shah  he  made  he  the  sdmel 

18  because  el  his  hrahhity  te  pay? 

19  xexuueuiu  wuwaou  schools 

20  fenev  106.  dl  hr  any  State  the  State  educational  agency 

21  is  net  permitted  hy  law  te  dishuase  the  lands  paid  te  it  undea 

22  this  title  te  nonprofit  paieate  schools  in  the  State?  ea  is  net 

23  permitted  hy  law  te  match  Lederal  funds  made  aeahahle  lea 

24  use  hy  such  nonprofit  private  schools?  the  Secretary  shah 


25  withhold  from  the  funds  apportioned  te  any  such  State  under 
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section  1-42  <4  4+4  title  an  amount 
satin  ta  snek  lands  as  Ike  namkes  el  kmekesy  consisting  al  a 
combination  al  lands  and  meeting  Ike  minimam  segmsements 
peescsikcd  by  Ike  $eesctaey  passaant  la  section  4-9%  seseed 
m  Ike  pseeeding  kecal  yeas  1%  all  nanpsakt  primula  sekaa4 

~l~t  A  1*4  WAllAflllO*  111  ll  >  /A  T>1»A  Q‘1’0  1  i  >  lliwl  AV  f  1  >  1  LJ  f  1  f  1  (\  TV  1  f  1  1  1  1  +  f  1  1  /  1  S>  i  1  1  f  ^ 

JJctl  l lv  IJgcl i 1 II ig  111  1 1 1  v  |J1  U^l  <1111  tt  1  Li 1 1  r  L  11 1  u  11  LIU  \ \  1 1 1111 1  111  4,"  U  111  IL  y 

£Lii  /]  a4  \V11  11110/1  ll  v  f  1  WA  Ss /^CAT^f  A  l'\T  1  uai  1*0  f  A  ll  w~v  AO  l*f  1  /<l41a  f  1  /  VI  1 

CIO  41  V  l  11  mill  UU  TTv  l  1 1 V  ntXlAyttttjj  '  /  VI 1 1  O  l  U  111  V  pttTtlV  tJ7ctttUTT 

sale  las  ike  StatcT  kke  Keesetasy  skak  disknsse  ika  lands 
so  witkkcld  directly  la  ika  nanpsakt  private  seliook  within 
sack  State  las  Ike  same  pnspases  and  subject  la  Ike  same 
conditions  as  ase  segaised  al  a  State  educational  agency  44- 

1  >1 1  lit  <v  1  ill  w  1. '  11  l  A  tl  f  *  o  o  1 1  »i  1  \1  /\  ihwIav  Alt  1  ( i  \  1  f  1 1 1  u  fj-t  1 1  \ 

TTttl  oil  1  ig  ittittlo  111(141 4  cl-  \  cl'lltl  Ulk  l i  1 1  ttv  i  oet  1 1U11  jl  4  /—  til  tillo  l I l 14  ^ 

including  Ike  requirement  ikai  any  seek  paytnenl  as  pay¬ 
ments  skak  ke  matckedy  in  Ike  psapastian  speeiked  in  seetian 
4-92-fb-)-  al  Ikis  ikle  las  snek  Staley  ky  lands  Isam  saasees 
witkin  Ike  Slale  em tended  ke  nanpsakt  private  sekaa4 


tke  Slale  participating  in  Ike  program  andes  tins  klleT  Saek 
lands  skak  nal  ke  considered  a  pasl  al  ike  lands 
Ike  mateking  lands  andes  seelian  4-92  (b)-  al  lk4  IstleT 


kT 


pixnvn  ASB-mTPtan-:- 


Snm  4-<->7t  -(a-)-  49+e  Seeselasy  skaky  -with  lands  ap- 
prapsialed  las  spee41  assistance  andes  Ikis  seetiany  provide 
snek  assistance  la  sekaah  drawing  attendance  Isam  aseas  in 
wkiek  pans  eeanamie  eandilians  ex4ty  las  Ike  parpose  al  kelp- 


ing  saek  sekaals  meet  Ike 


r\  1  s~'Ar*h  All  ~1  'fj  a  t  vf  4 1 1 1  c> 

toT  oLL  HUll  I  V t/  411  til  1  o 
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lirvQ  qJa 
ttilttlTlv 


title  wife  eespeet  le  Ike  service  el  lunekes  le 
le  pay  Ike  ktk  eest  el  seek  fenekesr 

-{k}-  01  Ike  sums  avakakle  lee  Ike  pnepeses  el  tkis  see- 
tien  lee  any  fiscal  year?  k  pee  ecntnm  skak  ke  avakakle  lee 
apportionment  le  Puerto  Pieey  Ike  A-irgin  Islands,  Guam, 
and  American  Samoa.-  01  Ike  fends  avakakle  lee  seek 


Statesy  Ike  Seeeelary  skak  apportion  le  eaek  seek  Slale  a-n 
vrkiek  kears  fee  same  ratio  le  fee  lelal  el  seek  fends 


as  fee  namker  el  leee  ee  ret 


111  11  oil  Ag  C'OWO^I  ill 
Till  1 U  IIUO  ut  1  V  tTll  XTT 


O  mi  ro>  uri  ill  on/k  |  A]  i  1  n  a|  flop  f  i  f  1  1 1 1  /  <  ]  1  ft  I  A  4  ill 

ilv-L  U1  UIllUJvJ  'A  1 1 1 1  u v.  v_  I I v"  1 1  TT/t/  U1  llllb  1 1  LIU  Ill  {SUv.ll  UttltG  ill 


fee  preceding  fiscal  year  keaes  le  fee  lelal  nuinker  el  seek 
leee  ee  reduecd-nriee  fenekes  seized  in  all  seek  Slales  In 


■eeaes  Pi'-oi'hhth  fekal  lee  fee  fiscal  -vear 


ending  J  ime  3fe  -tOfi-ey  SfiyQOQ  skak  ke 


le 


ft  A  in  o  a  iiTl  vrnl )  o  i  nini  1  >  1  uiiiili  1  w\  Oiaf  /\/~l  1 1  IvAlll 

UcMllUti  ^  \ V  1 1 II  11  c 11  H  IM.  1 1 IT7  oliUll  IJU  Hi  or  U v  II 1 11  l L  u  1 1  I/Ill 

4 1 1  a  iiiliil  u  i  >  i  /  vn  l  >  f  i  y  y  1 1  »i  1  \  \  i  \  to)*  nmiAi'f  i  Ai  id  w>nf  n  i  \  /I  t  n?  fliio  o  1 1 1  i 

Ill  II  L  U I  cl  x  ( l  111  H  III  1 1  cl  A  illlil  UH  1 U I  (TT  *  |  *  I*  1  l  11*1 1 1 1 1 1  1 1 1  tTnTtCi  tTlio  oil  IJ 

sectiom  H  any  snek  Slale  eannel  utilize  all  el  Ike  fends 

ill  i_4  I  Ay  fli  a  lin  uiuyo  v  aI  f  1  \  10  o  o/«4  1  All  illA  ft/ 

lU  1 1  TUT  till'  |7Ti  1  |  /  U  o  l  U1  llllo  otATIUTT  l  l  1  I"  tjt 


skak  make  faelker  appeelienmenk  Oil  til 0  (billllC  1) Htbl  Jo  ft  S  tllC 
initial  apportionment,  le  any  el  fee  otker  snek  Slales  winch 
testify  fee  need  lee  additional  fends  lee  snek  purpose 

-(e)-  01  Ike  remaining  sums  appropriated  lee  Ike  pnr- 
peses  el  feis  seetien  lee  any  kseal  yeaev  nel  less  fean  eO  pee 
eentum  skak  ke  apportioned  tin  long  p^£ft  tes^  other  -fell  ft  11 
Puerto  Hasp  fee  Virgin  kslandsy  Gn-ang  and 
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f^maeav  ee  Ike  frasis  el  Ike  fellewiag  faelnas  lei-  eaefr  Ktalea 
-fl}-  Ifre  eaaakea  el  free  ee  aedaeed-peiee  laaiefres  seaved  fra 
aeeeadaaee  wfrfr  see-tiea  40e  el  lias  idle  la  Ike  paeeedlag 
frseal  yea^y  aed  -ffr)-  Ifre  assislaaee  aeed  aalev  dfrese  laelees 
sfrall  ke  applied  ie  Ifre  fadaaaiay  ataeaeae  iaasfr  deleamiee 
aa  iadex  lea  eaefr  rfrale  fra  aealfiplyiay  faelaes  -flfr  aed  -f2~H 
seeeaefr  dfreide  Ikes  iadex  fry  Ifre  saae  el  ifre  iadexes  lea  all 
seefr  ffralesy  aadT  Ifrfrdy  apply  ifre  liyaee  fries  eklaiaed  le 
Ifre  lelal  feeds  le  fre  appaafiaaeefr  41  aay  seefr  Slake  eae- 
eel  efrfrae  all  el  Ifre  feeds  appeafreeed  le  il  lea  Ifre  paapese 
el  frils  seefree  Ifre  Seeaelaay  sfrall  aeake  faelfree  appeeliea- 
aeeel  el  seefr  leads  leyelfree  wills  Ifre  aee+aiedea  el  ifre  feeds 
avail  afrie  eedea  tfrls  sefrseafreaa^  ee  Ifre  saaee  frasis  as  Ifre 
iailial  appeatleeaeeefr  le  aay  el  Ifre  elfrea  seefr  Slakes  wfrie-fr 
jaslify  Ifre  eeed  lea  addfriaaal  leads  lea  seefr  peapeser 

-fd)-  deseeds  appealleeed  aed  paid  le  aay  Slake  fea  Ifre 

l  illVIl/  \  \  f  iLiu  un/d  1  /111  i?]  l  1 1  1  wi  /I  » Lj-l-ti  I  vu/  w~l  wl  i,_? / «1  >  /  w  \1  l« 

I  M  11  |  M  TTT  1 1  Hi?  ov.  v  L 1  wl  1  o  1 1  c  1 1  1  T7U  VI  liSlUli  uv.  U  tv7  ev  1 1  V.  tv  ll  oilltTUTo 

ia  seek  Slake  le  asslsl  seefr  sefreels  ie  ifre  peaefrase  el  ayai- 
ealtaaal  aed  elfrea  feeds  aed  ie  eaeekiag  epeaaleieal  eesls  as 
paev-kled  ie  sefrseeliee  -(e-f  el  Ifris  seel; ear  dfre  seleekieei-  ef 
sefreels  aed  ifre  aeaeeels  el  friads  ifral  eaefr  sfrall  feeea  leee 
le  ilfree  aeeeive  -fwfrfria  a  eaaxaanea  pea  fraeefr  aieeeel  eskafr- 
lisfred  fry  Ifre  Seeeekaey  fea  all  Ifre  Slakes-)-T  sfrall  fre  delea- 
adaed  fry  ifre  Slake  edeealieeal  eyeaey  ee  Ifre  frasis  ef  Ifre 
H.E.  13361 - 2 
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1  following  factors^  -f4f  Ike  economic  condition  el  Ike  area 

2  Irem  wkiek  week  sekeels  draw  attendance-;  ~f2f  Ike  needs  el 

3  eklkken  in  snek  sekeels  lee  kee  er  reduced-price  Innekes-; 

4  -(3)-  Ike  percentages  el  kee  end  reduced  price  Innekes  keing 

5  served  in  seek  sekeels  le  ekildren ;  -(4)-  Ike  prevailing  price 

6  el  Innekes  in  snek  sc keels  ns  compared  wkk  Ike  average 

7  prevailing  price  el  Innekes  served  in  Ike  Stale  under  Ikis 

8  title-;  and  -fief  Ike  need  el  snek  sekeels  ler  addilienal  assist- 

9  anee  as  reflected  ky  Ike  financial  position  el  Ike  innek  pro- 

1()  -0*1*0  1T1  Q  111  >j  1 1  /  «]  l  QplliPV  1.1  sJ 

v  ig  1  ( 1 1 1 1  o  TIT  TM  LIU  M  ll  U'UloT 

11  -fef  4n  circumstances  el  severe  need  wkerc  Ike  mavi- 

12  mum  rale  per  knack  eslakksked  ky  Ike  {secretary  is  deemed 

13  insnflieient  le  carry  en  an  effective  feeding  program  in  a 

1 4  cjol vrw flip  Scppi*pi~iO  vi.r  l wo on 4l i  pi*i 70  (liiiiiiHul  qqu <f o n / « o  nnf 

uUnttUTy  1 1  tv,  I'vvl  I  TTti  y  II  let  V  ttl  til  Ll  '1  1  /j  v*  1 1 1  It  III  l  ITtT  tto  1  etui  11  l  iTvt 

If)  f  A  yao  p/l  QA  TV  t  O*  OP  VI  111  111  f  l!  fl  l  A  ATI  P  1*0  f  1 11  (V  /  « p  o  I  c<  a!  011/.])  a 

Tt7  k  Al  l  l  ll  T7X7  JTtT  Ll  J  ITTitiT  tTT  t  l  11  ctTIllg  vT/I^TTo  t7T  ntitrl  (T 

10  program,-  inokiding  Ike  cost  el  ektaining7  preparing^  and 

11  serving  feeck 

18  -f|f  41  m  any  State  Ike  {stale  educational  agency  is  net 

19  permitted  ky  law  le  diskurse  kinds  paid  le  it  under  Ikis  title 
39  le  nonprofit  private  sekeels  in  Ike  Staley  Ike  Secretary  skall 

21  withhold  from  Ike  lends  apportioned  to  snek  State  under 

22  sekseetiens  -fkf-  er  -fef  el  Ikis  section  an  amount  wkiok  kears 

23  tke  same  ratio  to  sack  lends  as  Ike  nnmker  el  tree  and  re- 

24  duoed  price  lunekes  served  in  aeeerdanee  wkk  section  40k  el 
2'}  tkis  title  in  tke  preceding  fiscal  year  ky  all  nonprofit  private 
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J) ft 1  J) iXt  11 1  ^  m  the  pregram  aader  tkis  title  ia  sack 
State  kears  te  Ike  nnmbcr  el  saek  tree  aad 
laaekes  sensed  dariag  sae k  year  ky  all  sckaels 
ia  riie  pregram  aader  tkis  ririe  ia  seek  State-7  44ie 

C, 1,0  11  /I l s_* lm  llie  liii  wlo  ur\  r i 4li 1 i  t >1  (\  /I  i vo/' «4l  it  j  /\  4li  a  ni 

pTlttTl  U1MJ U1  M'  III  v*  1 1 LI  lvtn  dv  \v  I  II 1 1 1  L  I U  11 1 1 11  LI  \  LU  tllv  xlv 

private  sckaels  wilkia  seek  Slate  lee  Ike  same  parpeses  aad 
sakject  te  Ike  saare  ceaditieas  as  are  reqaired  el  a  Slate  eda- 


(*  >i  I  i  / 1 1  >  >i  1 

tTtTTUTTrtT 


sdag  laads  made  avaikride  aader  tkis 


-(g)-  4a  carrying  eat  tkis  seetierp  tke  terms  aad 
lieas  governiag  Ike  eaerariea  el  Ike  pregram  set  lertk  ia  Ike 


/~y  lliny  oe/iti  Aiio  A-t  tliK1  4 1  4 1  A  11  >  i  «1 11  (1  1 1  )  ill 

V7 1 1 1  I  f  nt  l  tltTflTT  t7T  tvi  To  L  1 1 1  “ ,  1 1 11  ITttllll^  t> I 1  Hot 


4 A  Til  1  w  1  e 
Tv7  lllll tlo 


mi  1*011  a  ii  4  4  A  eerdi  Ai  i  1  Q1*^  Lui  a.a,:/ n  il  i  n  a*  41 1  a  aye 

JJltl  oUalTc  111  Ml' 1 1UI 1  Tv mmd  *  U III/  l  lv v  l 1 1 1 1 1 1 1^2,  1 1 1 U  jtrv 

VKwnm  vaI o  4i 1 1  rv*  4a  in n 4a1  nil  o*  p?1  m  1 1  Ln  o mil i /mill a  4a  4 1  i  a  Axixmi, 
V 1 o 1 V* 1 1 o  I  1111 1  111  ^  it/  llli  lt“v  1  i  T 1 1  (TrtttTT  !'  1  l  lp{' i  1  v  ill *  1  v_  l  U  1 1 11*  VATtit  t? 

Ikey  are  aet  iaeaasieteat  vritk  Ike  express  previsieas  el  Ikis 
seerieaT 

Pl-4-441  IT-  S4-EG4AL  444-444  P4ri)U44A44 
-ArjTHOnrzrcTio^ 

Safa  rit)4r  4ke  Secretary  skak  lermalate  aad  earry  eat 
a  Special  Milk  -Pregram  te  assist  States  tkreagk  graats-in- 

ni  i /I  4 a  / 1 c1 4 1 1 1 1 1 1  cvl 1  m o  ii  \ 4ii i n  » 1 1  i/l  ( \ y  i  a > 1 1 1  ii  1 1  aii m* aIt 4  14  va OT'a mo  4a 
till  l  l  U  iMll  1/  1 1  Oi  1  J  111(1111  Lilli  1  ^  (Tit  VT  1'A  Ullllll  1 1 1  /  1 1  1/ 1  1  /  1 1 1  1*1  11^4, 1  ill!  18  tv 

increase  Ike  eensamptioa  el  field  Avkele  milk  ky  ekildmp 
aad  partiea.larly  ky  aeedy  ekildmp  m  sekeels  aad  aeaprekt 


mstitatieasr 
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APPOR  T 1 OHM  EH  T  TO  STA-TEH 


Se€-)t  202t  -(rtf  Dee  eaek  el  Ike  fiscal  years  4967  aed 
4968y  96  pee  Centura  el  ike  lends  affrefrialed  lee  Ike  fee- 

TX/Add o,  nj.  4  i  4  1  r\  c*l  l  o  11  Ln  OTtflAvi  1  AUP/l  o  i~n  All  O*  i-lAiA  i  l  { 4  t t 

J  * Unv o  U1  rlilo  tlllv  Ijllttli  t/U  ct|/ l  Hti  U1 1 v  l  L  1 1  lu  1 1 1 1  y  Uttlt/vTo 

a?  \  /I  4  1  w  y  1  of  IMpl  A  (  (  ^  vl  1 1 1 1  ilpe  An  ill  a  1a  a  ai  a!  f  1  w  k  vefl  A  /  y(:  ilm 

i  (I  ITT  11 1 U  1  'in  1 1  Iti  tTr  VUlllIl  111  1  It  t/1 4  X  1 1 V  \)  l  Iato  TtT  ttlv  IxtTTT/  T7T  11 1  v 


1  Nil  t-pl  A  Vl*  l  \  1  i  «1  >  1 1  /1 1*/  >  1  >  /  yl  a  .(  >‘  t\  cj  (i  \y/\  lln'AlAlll  C*a,\t/'  yi  \  4  /  v/  yn  lit  /  va./  <1  \  a| 
lit  111177  Vi  tTr  ttllTltt  1  V  TT  tTT  (til  \n  ItTT  <  in  rtlTTirl  1  pt  \  vl  1  tvvl  I  TTT  tltt/TT  \7T 


Ike  fifty  Slates  end  Ike  District  el  Gelemkia  le  Ike 


el 


ak  ckiklcce  el  ages  fire 


fit  Ike  filly  States 


aed  ike 


-fk-f  fike  remaining  90  fee  centum  el  Ike  feeds  lee  eeek 
el  Ike  fiseal  years  4967  aed  4-968  skak  ke  keld  ky  Ike  Sce- 
relary  m  reserve  aed  easy  ke  advanced  le  aey  el  Ike  filly 
Stales  aed  Ike  District  el  Golumkia  ee  jestificatiee  el  need.- 
-fef  kde  fiseal  year  -4969  aed  eaek  fiscal  year  tfrercafter 
Ike  leeds  affeefeialed  lee  Ike  f eefeses  el  tkis  lil4e  skak  ke 
apf  ortioeed  ameeg  Ike  filly  States  aed  Ike  -District  el 
ee  Ike  kasis  el  Ike  raise  el  Ike  eemker  el  kail 


fiels  el  milk  eeimkeesed  Avd-tdc  feeds  affertioned  eedee  dds 
sediee  ie  eaek  seek  State  ie  tke  f  reeedieg  fiscal  year7  as 

il  /  iii/  n  1 1  >  rwl  1  kx r  fix  a  Sw-w  a  i*tt  4/ 1  4~1  to  4  /  x  4  o  1  inn  vi  1  >ai»  a  1  l^.vl  \ 

VIA  l  v  1  II 1  111  v  vl  r  »  \  TTlT  tyV  Vl\  l  ill  V  ^  T\7  I  11  V  l  \  *  t  ll  1  41  l  L II 1  U  v  J.  U  4  4  It  144 

fiels  el  edfie  eeimkeesed  with  leeds  affertieeed  eedee  tkis 
secliee  ie  Ike  filly  Slates  aed  Ike  Dislricl  el  Cekeekia  ie  Ike 
freeedieg  fiscal  year  as  deleeedeed  ky  Ike  Secretary 
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1  STA¥E 

2  SEto  20td  deed  ap|  >nrto-H  led  an 4  paid  to  any  State  tor 

3  tde  prrrpose  <4  44s  title  sdad  ha  dishersed  to  scdeels  and 

4  eoeprodt  iestdetieesT  determined  to  4s  eligible  hy  the  State 

5  edeeattoeal  ageeeyr  eft  the  basis  to  the  todovrieg  priorities-: 

6  44rto  to  sel-rools  witdeet  a  too4  servrcei  second,  tor  needy 

7  cdddree  or  schools  with  ft  toed  servree-f  and  third,-  4  nvad- 

8  fthle  tends  peredto  to  schools  fted  eoeprotot  iest4totioes  tor 

9  ftd  ehrldeoHr  Disdersemeet  shod  he  erode  ftt  srtoh  rates  per 

10  holt  pie-t  to  fluid  whole  erdk  fts  tire  Secretary  shed  prescribe 

11  fted  sded  eot  exceed  the  eost  to  the  school  or  eoeprodt  re- 
1.2  strt-utiou  ot  obtaining  seed  erild  tor  sen-ice  to  ebi-ldceeT 

13  NotoewniT  pkivate  schools  private 


14 


toSTITUTIONE 


15  SEto  204t  4t  ie  ftey  State  the  Stale  edoetoieeftl  agency 

16  is  eot  permitted  hy  law  to  disherso  herds  pttid  to  it  eedor 

17  this  title  to  eoeprodt  private  schools  and  private  eoeprodt 

18  institutions  re  the  Statoj  the  Secretary  sdftd  wdhhold  trore 

19  tdc  tends  apportioned  to  seed  State  under  section  dt)2  to 

20  tdis  tdte  an  aerorret  re  oaed  to  tde  dseal  years  11)67-  arrd 

21  ld6K  wdied  hears  the  sfte+e  ratio  to  the  tends  apportioned 

22  tde  State  as  tde 


r  to  edrldrerr  ot  ages  live 
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scveeteee  eeeekek  ie  eeepiefit  pirate  sekeels  -wilkkt  ike 


Stele  is  of  Ike  tetel 


el  ekikk'ee  el  sees  free 


eeeekek  ie  sekeels 


Ike  Stater  Eaek  kseal 


yea*  tkeseafterr  Ike  Seeeetaey  skak  wkkkekl  keei  Ike  keeks 
appeetiaaek  ie  see  seek  State  sake*  section  202-  el  ikis  ikie 

n  1  >  SI  1 1  1  A 1 1 11  f~  XV 1 4 1  4*1 1  1  it ^  i I  Vs!  ll  4  A  o » >  i  \  >  /  \  Vsl  f~  l  A  fa  O  1 1  a1 1  f  1 1 1  wl  cj  n  o  f  1  w  \ 

<111  t'l  it  14  llllt  M  1111  TT  Lf  L  ill  o  til*  i,(tllll  1  ul  1U  TT7  otlv  11  lit  rl  v  l  o  ttu  tl  1  v 


¥  el  eee-ksk  piets  el  milk  lee  wliick  aeapeekt  prieate 

k,-  4 1 1 1  /  w  >K;  4i.44.xl  1  \  (  n  >  t~4  y<4~fi  f  livi  yo  f/t  11 i  cti-fn  f  i  ai )  c*  ^TTavo  vaiiiilniv^orl 

Oil  1  *  '  v  ‘To  ttTttr  II  V‘  1 1  t/1  will  |  / 1  1  V  fill  ITTO  i'll  111  v  *1 1  o  TTTiU  4  V.1 1 1 1 IM  1 1  olu 

ie  Ike  p*eeekmg  ksesl  yea*  is  el  Ike  total  aeeeke*  el  eee-ksk 
plats  el  milk  lee  wkiek  sk  sekeels  sek  aeapeekt  iasl 


yf  4  A4  41Q  kill  O*  411  fli  f\  Tll’AmM  4  II  111  I  /l  AT*  f  1 4  4  O  f  1  f  1  A  414  ill  A  ftf  nf  A 
pal  l  1*  1  p<  l  l  lTT^  Ill  l  1 1  VJ  p  Iv'i^Itlllt  Till  11  11  tTTTo  l  llll'  11 1  XI 1  v  U  tit  ll_"  >4  11  V 


asekr  Tke 


sksk  tkskeese  tkc  feeds  se  wkk 


keik  kiseetly  le  Ike  eonprofit  p*krste  sekeels  sek  aeapeekt 
ieslileliees  wkkie  seek  State  fee  Ike  sseee  peepeses  sek  sek- 
jeet  le  Ike  sse+e  eeekiliees  ss  see  eeqeieek  el  s  State  ekees- 
lieesl  sgeeey  kiskeesieg  leeks  eeske  available  eekee  Ikis  tiller 


TITLE  III  SCHOOL  L4kEAIv-EAST  LEOTHkAM 


ex  TeiORi^-A-ieey 


Se<-x  kHL  Tke 


sksll 


sek  eseev  eel 


s  pket  jmegesm  le  sssisl  Steles  tkeeegk  gesets-ie-aik  seel 
elkee  meeesT  le  ieitiateT  msielsie  ee  espsek  eeepeekl  keesk- 
fssl  progrseis  ie  sekeels  keswing  slleekseee  feeei  seess  ie 
Avkl-k  pees  eeeeeeee  eeekiliees  esist  sek  ie  sekeels  le 
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1  wkiek  a  substantial  preporlion  el  Ike  ekhhaee  euaaheh  erasrl 


2  leavel  leag  his 
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APPOR TION.M  1>NT  STATEH 


S-ECv  II02t  -fa]-  01  Ike  hmhs  appropriates!  lea  Ike  par- 
puses  el  this  title  lea  any  kseal  year-  Ike  8eeaetary  skshi 
reserve  5  pea  eeatam  lea  appor-tiai  eueut  te  Gaaue  the 
Ahagiu  l-shethsy  Puerto  Pioo,  aeh  American  8amear  Seek 
keels  shall  ke  apportieneh  among  seek  States  ee  Ike  kasts 
el  Ike  ratio  el  Ike  eumkea  el  ehlkkee  el  tsges  free  through 
seventeen  ia  eaek  seek  State  le  Ike  eumkea  el  ah  ekhhaee 
el  agee  free  through  seventeen  m  ah  seek  StatesT 

-f kf  01  Ike  reel  a  tehee  el  Ike  kasha  appropriates!, -  Ike 
■Secretary  akah  lea  eaek  fresh  yea-g  -f4]-  appealiee  Ike 
kasl  kfrkOfrOOO  eegsahy  among  Ike  StatesT  elkea  Ikae  Guam  , 
Ike  stages  Islands,  Puerto  P4eaT  aeh  Ameatesm  Saamay  aeh 
-ffr)-  akah  appealiee  Ike  aeeehehea  amoag  seek  States  ee  Ike 
basts  el  Ike  ralto  el  the  eumkea  el  ekhhaee  te  eaek  State 
el  ages  free  through  seventeen  te  keetkea  with  ieeomes  el 
leaa  ikae  SfrOQO  pea  smeem  plea  Ike  eumkea  el  ekhhaee  el 
ssgea  free  Ikreugk-  seeenteea  te  keetkea  receiving  e+eae  than 
$fr900  pea  aeeem  kem  payments  eehea  Ike  Department  el 
klealffr  -EheoalteeT  aeh  -Welfaae-s  pregaam  el  aih  le  laaahes 
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ekikken  te  ll+e  total  numkce  el  seek  ekkkeen 


in  Ike  fitly  States  ank  tke  Histeiet  el 


STATE  OrsntmSEMBXT  TO  StT-IOOES 


Se Or  303r  -Peeks  appeetienek  ank  paid  te  any  Stale 

lee  Ike  purpose  el  ties  title  skall  ke  kiskeesek  ky  tke  Stale 
educational  agency  te  sekeels  selected  ky  Ike  Stale  eknea- 
tieeal  agency^  te  eeimkeese  seek  sekeels  lee  Ike  eest  <4 

ekiklren  in  a  keeaklast  program  and  lee  tke  purpose  el  sek- 
seetiee  -fk)-T  Seek  leek  eesls  eeay  inelekey  ie  addition  le 
tke  peeekase  prieey  Ike  eest  el  preeessingy  kklelkutlegy  trans¬ 
porting,  steringy  aek  kankkngv  kfisknrsement  le  sekeels 
skall  ke  eeake  at  seek  eates  pee  eeeal  ee  en  seek  elkee  kasls 

i- 1  y  r\  St^fOvk'  o  vtt  i*  1 1  o  1 1  lE*OOei‘lllE  T 1  \  /  *  1 1 1  (  •  i  1 1 1  fi*  u  / « ]  i  t  / \  I  s_ ■  _ 

tie  till  mUTiTt itrT  Mlu  I  1  |/1  IM  1  11/1.  Ill  o\  1 1  v  x  1 1 1  ^  M  Tit  / 1 ' 1  ny  til  l 

Stale  educational  agency  skally  te  tke  extent  praetieakley  give 
kest  consideration  le  tkese  sekeels  drawing  attenkanee  leem 
aeeas  in  wkiek  peee  economic  eemktiens  exist? 

-fk-f-  In  eleeemstanees  el  severe  neek  vekere  tike  eale 
pee  meal  estakkskek  ky  Ike  Secretacy  is  keemek  ky  kim 
te  carry  en  an  effective  keeaklast  program  in  a, 
k  tke  Secretary  may  aetkerke  financial  assistance  up 
te  90  pee  centum  el  tke  epeeating  cests  el  seek  a  pregramy 
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ITT  1 1  /I  1  11t¥  /Try  crT  /  \  ( 
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NUTRITIONAL  AN©  OTHER  rROORAM  REQUIREMENTB 
SeGt  £94t  Breakfast  served  ky  schools  participating  in 
tke  school  breakfast  program  under  this  title  shah  consist 
el  a  combination  el  leeds  and  skah  meet  minimum  nutri¬ 
tional  requirements  prescribed  by  tke  Secretary  on  tke  basis 
el  tested  nutritional  research?  Seek  breakfasts  skftk  ke 
served  without  eest  er  at  a  reduced  eest  te  ekildren  who 
are  determined  ky  lecal  sekeel  nutherities  te  ke  unable  te 
g  pay  tke  kdl  eest  el  tke  breakfast.  In  making  seek  deter- 
10  minatiensy  seek  local  antkerities  should^  te  tke  extent  prac- 

witk  public  welfare  and  keakk  agencies?  5fe 

13  ckild  skak  ke  made  ky  tke  sekeel  because  el  kis  inability 

14  te  pay: 

16  Sue?  fiOfi?  31  in  any  State  tke  State  educational  agency 

17  is  net  permitted  ky  law  te  disburse  tke  funds  paid  te  it 

18  under  tkls  title  te  nonprofit  private  schools,  tke  Secretary 

19  skak  withheld  from  tke  funds  apportioned  te  any  suck  State 

20  under  section  £02  el  this  title  an  amount  based  on  tke  ratio 

21  el  tke  number  el  children  enrolled  in  nonprofit  private 

22  schools  within  tke  State  te  tke  total  number  el  ekildren 

H.B. 13361- 
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1  enrolled  iu  ad  schools  withio  tbe  State?  4be  Secretary 

c/ 

2  shad  disburse  the  feuds  so  withheld  directly  to  tbe  oeeprcbt 


3  private  schools  withiu  sued  State  tor  tbe  satoe  purposes  and 

4  subject  to  tbe  saroe  eooditioos  as  are  required  of  a  State 


5 


feog  feuds  made  available  uuder 


6  tbis  title: 


7  -TITLE  I-V  SPECIAL  EOOB  SERVICE  REOUE-AItS 

8  EOR  XEEDV  CIII  LB  REX 


9 


ArFTEiOUEZ  A  TIOX 


10  See?  401-  lu  farther  reeoguitieu  of  tbe  impact  of  iuad- 

11  equate  uutritiou  ou  tbe  health  aud  well-beieg  of  ebildrerq 
13  particularly  those  from  low-income  familics7  tbe  Secretary 

13  shad  formulate  aud  carry  out  a  pilot  program  to  assist  ooo- 

14  profit-  iustitutioos  sueb  as  ebild  day-oare  eeuters7  settlemeut 

15  hooses7  aud  summer  eamps7  which  do  oot  maiutaiu  ebildreu 
10  m  resideuee  for  periods  iu  excess  of  three  mouths  aud  which 

1  |  / 1  i'o  ~\  \  *  1  f  /vi  wl  o  1  >  /  iviVLu.  O  ynp  lj  m  AX’]  no])  T~W  W  W  r>r*nl  >  /  \1  n  l  /*  /  .Ai)  /I  1  - 

vi  1 <  l  VY  rtt  t  VII vt i l ll rr  ttttttt  tti  \  ?lo  ttt  \V  1 1 1  vl  r  Irt  *tir  t^wlrtlTTlTtr  v  v/i itir 

18  tious  existj  to  estabbslp  maintaie7  aud  expaud  food  service 
10  fer  ebildreu  iu  group  situatious  away  from  house — Sueb  food 

20  service  may  be  feruisbed  ou  a  seasoual  or  more  exteuded 

21  basis? 


22 


-apportion men t  to  states 


23  Sevu  402:  -fa}-  Of  tbe  feeds  appropriated  for  tbe  pur- 

24  poses  of  tbis  title  for  aey  bseal  yearj  tbe  Secretary  shad  re- 

25  serve  b  per  ecu  turn  for  apporl  ioumeut  to  Ooam7  Ifeerto  Rico? 


19 


1  Ike  Virgin  kslaedsT  aad 


>1  Q|Q Ssin«ll  {inulo  t  *1  1  Q  1  1 

OtllllU cl'*  f  j  Lt v.  11  xxtxi Trtt5  ol  1  i JL 


2  ke  appealieaed  ameag  sack  Slates  eat  Ike  kasis  el  Ike 

3  el  ekkdaee  el  ages  k¥e  tkaeeek  seaeetece  in  eaek  seek  Slale 

4  le  Ike  nnnakea  el  ak 

5  in  ak  seek 


el  ages  k¥e  tkaengk  seaeeteen 

o  o 


6  -(kf  01  Ike  aemamdca  el  Ike  feeds  appropriated^  Ike 
4  Seeaelaay  akak7  lea  eaek  kaeal  year  -(4-)-  apporlien  seek  sums 

8  aa  ke  deenrs  appropriate  ket  eel  mere  ikae  SatkllDO  la  eaek 

9  Statey  elkea  Ikae  Oeang  Iteeate  Eaeey  Ike  Virgin  4slaads7 
19  aek  Aaicaieaa  Saaaea7  aa  a  kaaie  gaaak  aad  -(2-)-  apportion 

l1w>  v/  1 1 1  >  1 1  f  \  a*  oirunitr  oiwil  >  4 .  i  4  /  /  >i  >  llm  1  l,  i  u  /A  fl>/>  vp  f  i/\  /A 

-LJ-  tTTTt"  rL  I  j  la  u  lttvrr  tti  rival  Tartar  irra xt  75  tltr  tttt^  trcrni  n  tiT  TTitr  nt  lit/  t7x 

12  Ike  eieekea  el  ekkdaee  ie  eaek  fatale  el  ages  kee  ikaeegk 

13  ae¥eeleee  ie  laetikea  ¥fkk  ieeemea  el  leas  ikae  $2^000  pea 
44  aenum  plea  Ike  eeeakea  el  ekkdaee  el  ages  kae  tkreugk 
15  t-eeeeleee  ie  keakies  aeee  iv  iiii>  more  tliuii  ^-2  ?  000  j)er  uimm-H: 
4k  laeet  payerents  eedea  Ike  Oepaatamat  el  44eallk7  Education-j 

14  aed  Wekaaee  paegaam  el  aid  le  families  aktk  depeedeatl  ckk- 

48  dace  le  Ike  1  of  a  1  aaankee  el  seek  ekkdaee  ie  Ike  fitly  Elates 

49  aaal  Ike  Oistaict  el  Oeleedear 

2k  -(a)-  41  any  State  eaeeel  ntktee  ak  leads  ae  appealieeed 

21  to  ik  aa  if  aekklieaal  leads  aae  aaade  aaakakle  lea  appaatiee- 

22  meet  eedea  tkis  seeliee  among  ike  States7  Ike  Secretary  akak 


23  make  lealkea  appealieemeela  le  Ike 

24 
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DISBURSEMENT  ©¥  STATES 


Sfite  40tfe  -{a)-  -Funds  apportioned  and  paid  to  any  Stele 
fee  tire  purpose  ei  this  title  shah  fee  disbursed  fey  tfee  State 
educational  agency  te  nonprofit  institutions  selected  fey  tire 
State  education ai  agency  to  reimburse  sued  nonprofit  institu- 
tions  for  tfee  cost  of  obtaining  agricultural  and  etfeer  foods 
and  for  tfee  purposes  of  subsections  -ffe)-  and  -(e)-  of  tfeis 
section:  dire  eosts  of  obtaining  agricultural  and  etfeer  foods 
may  include  tfee  cost  of  processing,  distributing^  transporting 
or  handling  thereof.  Disbursement  to  participating  institu¬ 
tions  shall  fee  made  at  such  rates  of  reimbursement  per  meal 

nv  ai->  ipli  Af|i  av  3-4  n  fjie  p  o  f|i  a  O  V\t  1  >  O  1 1  DVDgpyi  llQ  T 11 

v7x  Ull  o ttvill  U  tllvl  U llblo  tlo  tiTu  tJ v.  v.  I  L  f  111  V  ijlltl  li  | /  J.  L  bU-t  JL  U  v«  Hi 

selecting  tfee  nonprofit  institutions-,  tfee  State 
agency  shall  to  tfee  extent  practicable,  give  first 
tien  to  those  institutions  with  tfee  highest  proportion  of 
children  from 


-(b)-  4n  circumstances  of  severe  need  where  tfee  rate  per 
meal  established  fey  tfee  Secretary  is  insufficient  to  carry  on 
an  effective  feeding  program,  tfee  Secretary  may  authorize 
financial  assistance  not  to  cxeced  fit)  per  centum  of  tfee 
operating  costs  of  such  a  program,  including  cost  of  ofetain- 
ingj  preparing,  and  serving  foorfe 

-(e)-  bfot  to  exceed  2b  per  centum  of  tfee  funds  paid  to 
any  State  may  fee  used  fey  tfee  State  to  assist  nonprofit  in- 


< 


( 
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1  stitutions  serving  needy  children  in  the  purchase  er  rental 

2  el  faeilitiesy  ether  than  land  and  buildings,  for  the  steragey 

4  seek  institutions  te  estabhshy  maintamy  and  expand  lend 

5  service  under  tins  title. 

6  DIUEO-T  rAYMENTB 

7  8eGt  494?  Id  in  any  State  the  State  educational  agency 

8  is  net  permitted  by  law  er  is  etherwise  unable  te  disburse 

9  the  fends  paid  te  it  under  this  title  te  any  nonprofit  institu- 
10  tien  in  the  State,  the  Secretary  shah  withheld  all  funds  ap- 

undor  this  title  and  shall  disburse  the  fends  so  with 


11 


12  held  directly  te  nonprofit  institutions  in  the  State  for  the 

13  same  purposes  and  subject  te  the  same  conditions  as  are 

14  required  el  a  State  educational  agency  disbursing  funds  made 

15  ava liable  under  this  title? 


16 


OBLIGATION  OF  FUNDS 


17  SbOt  495?  N otwiti islanding  the  provisions  of  any  ether 

18  lawy  balances  of  fends  appropriated  for  the  purposes  of  this 

19  seet-ien  and  unobligated  at  the  end  of  any  fiscal  year  shah 

20  remain  available  for  obligation  during  the  first  three  months 

21  of  the  following  fiseaf  year  only  te  assist  those  child  feeding 

22  activities  that  are  wholly  seasonal  in  nature,-  sueh  as  summer 

23  camps  and  summer 

H.K.  13361 - 4 
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NUTRITIONAL  AN©  OTHER  PROGRAM  REQUIREMENTS 

Sue?  406.  Nonprofit  institutions  to  which  fends  are  dis¬ 
bursed  under  tfes  title  shad  serve  meals  consisting  of  a 
combination  of  foods  and  meeting  minimum  nutritional 
standards  prescribed  by  tbe  Secretary  on  the  basis  of  tested 
nutritional  research.  Sued  meals  shall  be  served  without 
eost  or  at  a  reduced  eost  to  children  determined  by  sueb 
institutions  to  be  unable  to  pay  tbe  full  cost?  In  making 
sueb  determination,  institutional  authorities  should,-  to  the 
extent  practicable,  consult  with  public  welfare  and  health 
agencies?  No  physical  segregation  or  other  discrimination 
against  any  child  shall  be  made  because  of  his  inability  to 


pay? 

TITh-E  ^-NONFOOD  ASSISTANCE  PROGRAM 

AUTHORIZATION 

Sue?  501-?  Ibe  Secretary  shall  formulate  and  carry  out 
a  program  to  assist  the  States  through  grants  in -aid  and 
other  means  to  supply  schools  drawing  attendance  from 
areas  in  which  poor  economic  conditions  exist  with  faedities- 
other  than  land  and  buildings,-  for  tbe  storage^  preparation^ 
transportation?  and  serving  of  food  to  enable  sueb  schools  to 
establish,  maintain,  and  expand  school  food  service  programs? 

APPORTIONMENTS  TO  STATES 


Seg?  f>62?  Ibe  Secretary  shall  apportion  the  funds  ap¬ 
propriated  for  the  purposes  of  this  title  among  the  States 


23 


) 


D 


1  during  each  fiscal  year  on  the  same  basis  a©  apportionments 

2  are  made  under  section  F0A  of  title  4-  of  tide  Act  for  supply  - 

3  ing  agricultural  and  other  foods,  except  that  apportionment 

4  to  American  Samoa  for  any  fiscal  year  shall  he  on  the  same 

5  basis  as  the  apportionment  to  the  other  States.  Payments 

6  to  any  State  of  funds  apportioned  for  any  fiseal  year  shah 

7  he  made  upon  condition  that  one-fourth  of  the  eest  of  any 
3  facilities  financed  under  this  title  shall  he  home  by  State  or 
9  local  funds. 


10 

11 
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STATE  BEBBrnSEMENT  TO  SCHOOLS 
Sec-  503.  Funds  apportioned  and  paid  to  any  State  for 


12  £fie  purpose  of  this  title  shah  he  disbursed  by  the  State  edu- 
12  cational  agency  to  assist  schools,  which  draw  attendance 

14  from  areas  in  which  poor  economic  conditions  exist  and 

15  which  have  nor  or  grossly  inadequate,  facilities,  to  conduct 

16  a  school  food  service  program,  and  to  acquire  such  facilities-? 

17  Disbursements  to  any  school  may  he  madcr  by  advances  or 

18  reimbursements,  only  after  approval  by  the  State  educational 

19  agency  of  a  request  by  the  school  for  fundsT  accompanied  by 

20  a  detailed  description  of  the  facilities  to  be  acquired  and  the 

21  plans  for  the  use  thereof  in  effectively  meeting  the  nutri- 

22  tionai  needs  of  children  in  the  school. 


nonprofit  private  schools 


24  SeGt  504t  4f  in  any  State  the  State  educational  agency 

25  Is  not  permitted  by  law  to  disburse  the  funds  paid  to  it 
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under  tins  title  to  nonprofit  private  schools  in  fire  Stale?  the 
Secretary  slmil  withhold  from  tire  funds  apportioned  to  sued 
State  under  section  bOd  an  amount  which  bears  tire  same 
ratio  to  such  funds  as  tire  number  of  lunches,  consisting  of  a 
of  foods  and  meeting  tire  minimum  requirements 
bp  tire  Secretary  under  section  40b  of  tins  Aet? 
served  in  tire  preceding  fiscal  year  by  ad  nonprofit  private 
schools  participating  in  tire  program  under  titie  4  -wit-inn  tire 
State?  as  determined  by  the  Secretary?  bears  to  tire  partieipa- 
tion  rate  for  tire  Stater  fide  Secretary  shad  disburse  tire 
funds  so  withheld  directly  to  tire  nonprofit  private  schools 
within  sued  State  for  tire  same  purposes  and  subject  to  tire 
some  conditions  as  are  required  of  a  State  educational  agency 
disbursing  fluids  made  available  under  this  title; 

TI-TLE  VI  DEFINITIONS  AND  GENERAL 

-PEDVI-SIDNS 


DEFINITION 


ty 


Se-Ct  tiOE  Eor  the  purposes  of  this  Act — 

-(a)-  ‘^Statc”  means  any  of  the  fifty  States,  the  District 
of  Columbia?  the  Commonwealth  of  Euerto  Rico?  the  Virgin 
Islands,-  Guam,-  or  American  Samoa; 

-(b)-  f-S*tate  educational  agency^  means?  as  the  State 
legislature  may  determine?  -(4)-  the  chief  State  school  officer 
-(such  as  the  State  superintendent  of  publie  instruction?  com- 
r  of  education?  or  similar  officer-)-?  or  -(d)-  a  board 


3 


4 

5 


1  *4  education  een  trolling  the  State  department  el  edueatiem 

2  -(e)-  "-Nm  ip r<  >14  private  school”  means  any  private  school 
frmw  income  tav  under  section  fiQ4-(e)-fh)-  el  tbe 

Code  el  44hbb 

-(d)-  “Nonprofit  institution-  means  any  public  er  pri- 
6  vate  be-th-utioe,-  exeept  a  school  er  ether  educational  institu- 
4  then  el  higher  learnings  -which  provides  ler  the  eare  and 
8  training  el  ehildr  cn  fttEtd  no  pftirt  of  tiro  001*11  mgs  of  w  liicli 

40  -(e)-  -‘‘-Participation  rate-  ler  a  State  means  a  number 

H  Afluiol  j  r\  ill  a  Info  1  n n l  v>li /n  v  /yP  l.ivn  nil  aai>  ^itili~n  f  o  £xl 

v v|Ucll  tv  tllU  IU Itll  il tu  1 1  u L  1  vx  lliliL  IlL'uj  v  virotutitttt  vl  tt 

44  tien  el  leeds  and  meeting  the 


13 


by  the 


as 


to  section  4Qfi  el  this  Aep- 
44  served  in  the  preecding  fiseal  year  by 

lo  in  fjrA  in*AOU*n  ill  lin  /I  ny  title  T  r\  f  lli  i  q  Ant  in  tliA, 

111  tilv  111  U^l  tl  111  111  ILL  vl  tl  tie  Zl  U1  til  I  o  Xxvt  ill  txtv 

48  determined  by  the  Secretaire 

44  -ft)-  ‘‘Assistance  need  rate—  -(4-)-  in  the  case  el  any 

48  State  vrhese  per  capita  income  is  equal  to  er  greater  than 

1  ^  t,l  1  A  e  li  n  lie!  iv  /  v  n  e  O  IX  1  t  O  me  /  ivn  e  4  /~\  y  *~i  1 1  til  O  Si  i  Q  f /.ve,  oj  1  O  11  1 1  A, 

l'll\_/  cl  I  1 II  l  tell  I  HI  Veil  41  let  1 11 v. 1411 1U  I U 1  till  1 1 1  v  kJ  III  ILu  %  oil  cl  11  TTvT 

40  fiveq  and  -(3-)-  in  the  case  el  any  State  having  an  average 
"4  annual  per  eapha  income  less  than  the  average  annual  per 
44  capita  income  ler  all  the  States-  shall  be  the  product  el  five 
and  the  quotient  obtained  by  dividing  the  average  annual 
44  per  capita  income  ler  all  the  States  by  the  average  annual 
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per 

yn  q  ,~vr  vy  A.f 

1 1  Jay  1  itJ  u 

f  1  ^  i  g 
u  1  1111  o 


ley  seek :  State,  except  that  such  produet 
uiue  fee  aey  seek  Slater  her  tke  purposes 


o  ri  t  T  Qtof  e  q  y  y  /I  1*/  y  y  q  1 1  tl  y  /\  S"sf  O  f  /  vc<  t,'l  y  oil  1  w  >  flf^ff^nyyivypfl  1  \  \  r  f  1  yn 

ciii  y  u  in  iu  ttxttt  i u i  mi  1 1 1  u  u itii  uo  oil  tin  u t  v i l  it  1 1 1 11 1 1 v  ir  u  \  11 11 

Secretary  ee  tke  basis  ef  tke  average  aeeaal  pee  eapka 

i  i"t  /-iAyyy  1* /-\y  /  oy  / « 1  y  ^  f . i  f  cv  fny*  oil  f  l~y  a  ftf-p  t.no  |~Ay»  fly  a  f  l  )  tv  >  O  rviAiit 

11 1  111  1 11 1  1U1  VC  111  1  u  l  tl  l  v"  c  11 1  vT  1 1  / 1  till  lilt,  IJ  l' til  l_  u  Ttrr  til  v  11 11  U  L  Ill’ll  ot 


reeeet  wears  fee  whieh  seek  data  aee  available ;  aed  tke 

«/  ' 

average  annual  pee  eapka  iaeaere  fee  Amerieae  Saeeea  skak 
be  disregarded:  hr  determining  tke  average  aeeeal  pee  eapka 
ineame  fee  ak  tke  States  fee  periods  eadieg  latere  July  4y 
4k6Jr 


-(g)-  “Sebeek-  means  aey  peklie  ee  nonprofit-  private 
ef  kigk  sekeel  grade  aed  undey-  k 
aed  peesekeel  pregrams  operated  by  seek  sekeek 


-fk-)-  Aseeeetary^  eaaes  tke  Secretary  ef  Ageieelturer 


ACCOUNTS  ANB  BBBOfiBS 


Sect  fkt2T  States^  State  edeeatieeal  ageeeiesy  sekeelsy 
aed  uouprofk  iestitetiees  paetkdpatieg  ie  programs  eedee 
tkis  Act  skak  keep  seek  aeeeeets  aed  eeeeeds  as  may  be 
aeeessary  te  eeable  tke  Seeeetaey  to  determine  whether  tkeee 
has  keee  eempkaeee  with  tkis  Aet  aed  tke  regakkiaus  keee- 
imdeer  Seek  aeeeeets  aed  eeeeeds  skak  at  ak  tkees  be 

Seeeetaey  aed  skak  be  preserved  fee  seek  period  ef  timey 
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!) 


1  eel  ie  excess  el  tkree  years,-  as  Ike  Seetx 


3 


determines  is 


3 

4  Secs  k01k  -(ft)-  la  carry  ley  eat  Ike  previsions  el  tkis 

5  Aety  aeitkea  the  Secretary  aer  Ike  Slate  skak  aapese  aey 

6  acquirements  witk  respect  le  leaekiag  personnel,  eurrieekeay 

8  tine  in  aey  sckenl  ea 


9 

10 

11 
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-fh)-  dke  value  el  assistanee  te  children  under  lies  Aet 
skak  eat  he  considered  le  ke  k  tec  mo  ea  resources  lea  aey 
puapese  ueder  aey  federal  ea  Stele  laws  iecladiacp  kat  eel 
keeled  ley  laws  relating  le  taxation^  wekarey  aed  pekke 

~(e)“  Expenditures  el  lends  Ireer  Stele  and  local  soerees 

ip/  lil  >  /  \  liiomf  eiioiiee  /  >(  1a/  >  /I  T\1*<  \  ( cva  pee  1 i 1/1  yon  i 1 1  l  o  1 1  it  a! 

rt/r  TTtu  1 1 1  c  IT  1 1 1 V.  1 1 1  lv  A  tlT  I  \  t\1  v  L  | /  I  W^lrtliln  1  Ui  villi  *11  vll  oil  clTl  11* 't 

ke  diminished-  as  a  eesak  el  lends  see  owed  under  tkis  Aetr 

PAYMENTS  TO  STATES 

SeOt  644t  dhe  Secretary  skak  eerlily  le  Ike  Secretary 

Z4I  iJiA  i»/~\  Q  s*  1 1T*  \  T  1  uatv)  1 1 113  a  f  /  v  f  41  no  tl  w  v  nvn  m  1 1 1  o  Ia  1v  A  Tie  i/^l 

tlx  Tilt"  I  i  inMIrv  11  will  rnTrr  til  tlTTtir  ttiv  nil  Itltl  I  ITIi  Ttl  tit"  TttTTtT 

le  aey  Stele  eedea  lies  Aet  aed  Ike  line1  ea  lieres  seek 

ae+eeels  are  le  ke  paidy  and  Ike  Secretary  el  Ike  dkeasery 
skak  pay  le  Ike  Stele  al  Ike  lime  ea  limes  hxed  ky  Ike 
Ike  amounts  se 
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STATE  ADMINISTRATIVE  EXPENSES 


Secs  0010  4ke  Secretary  nw  utilize  net  to  exceed  44 
per  centum  el  Ike  total  funds  appropriated  under  tkis  Aet 
for  any  fecal  year  fee  advances  to  each  State  educational 
fee  use  for  its  administrative  expenses  in  carrying  out 
under  tkis  Acts  Provided,  4kat  no  suck  agency 
skull  receive  a  sum  greater  tkan  k  per  centum  el  tke  funds 
apportioned  to  it  under  tkis  Aetj  or  ITfeOOj  wkickever  is 
greater?  4ke  amount  of  suck  payments  skak  ke  deducted 
from  suck  appropriated  funds  prior  to  any 
under  tkis  Aetr 


SEEEETteN  OF  SeHOOFS 


See?  OOfe  kn  tke  selection  of  Softools  to 


avo] 

XTAltittl 


under  section  404  and  under  titles  41-  444y  4k1  and 
A1  of  tkis  Aet  and  m  tke  selection  of  nonprofit  institutions  to 


assistance  under  title  4A  of  tkis  Aet7  tke  State  agency 
skak  adopt  tire  metkeds  and  procedures  neecssary  to  assure 


veitk  and  give,-  wkero  tke  need  is 


preference  to  programs  carried  on  under  tke  Elementary  and 
Secondary  Education  Aet  of  4900  and  tke  Economic  Oppor¬ 
tunity  Aet  of  4904  in  suck  sekoofs  or  ms 


UTILIZATION  OF  FOODS 


Sue?  09E  Eafe  sckool  and  nonprofit  institution  partici¬ 
pating  under  tkis  Aet  skafe  insofar  as  practicable,  utilize  in 
its  program  foods  designated  from  time  to  time  by  tke  Seere- 
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1  tary  as  feeing  w  afeundaneeT  either  nationally  as  in  tfee  school 

2  areor  or  tends  donated  fey  the  Scerctaryr  fiends  nvadafele 

3  under  section  44-44  el  the  Agr  had  tural  Act  el  404-9  -f4+3  Statr 

4  4-058) ,-  as  amendedy  or  purchased  under  section  02-  el  tfee 

5  Act  el  -August  24y  4030  -f40  Statr  TAdyfi  as  amended,  as 

6  section  44)0  el  tfe-e  fiend  and  Arieufeaual  Act  el  4005  -fTO 

7  Statr  4242^-7  may  fee  denated  fey  tfee  Secretary  te  schools,  hi 

8  accordance  with-  tfee  needs  as  deteemined  fey  local  sefeeel 

9  authorities-  and  te  nonprofit  institutions  les  utrfeatien  In 
10  tfeeis  leading  programs  nodes  tfeis  Acfe  as  well  as  te  atfeee 

»tti  a>  r\ nfe  -ij  aii  \44-4  o  c.l  j  aa|  1 1  i  i  i  /~«1 1  TV1*(T  0*1*0  VI  I  C*  o  l  >,/l 

V  Itfe. '  U  llu  llUi  1^/1  UIIT  uvl  lv'V  *  1  lltllV  1 1  |I1  tllJlo  (IT  I  vX 


11 


12  etfees  n 


13 


17 


r/  1  j  VAAA  1  Oil  r«l  ^  4  /  \  /wl  O  _ 

/j L"\ l  l  U  I  UvUI  V  U  oil  v  1 1  1  UUllu  • 


yQN-P-BO-F-lT 


14  Se<5?  608v  fifee  teed  and  milfe  ser-vice  programs  in  s 

15  and  nonprofit  institutions  receiving  assistance  nudes  tfeis  Act 

16  shall  fee  conducted  en  a  nonprofit  basisT 

.STATISTIC-AU  DATA 


SfiOr  fifiOr  Data  en 


s  el  efeddsen  el  ages  fisc 


18  _  _ ... 

19  through  seventeen  and  en  pes  capita  income  shall  fee  made 

20  available  fey  tfee  Secretary  el  Oemmeree  te  tfee  Secretary 

21  andy  eveept  where  otherwise  expressly  stated  in  this  Aety 

22  shall  fee  tfee  latest 


23 


RF/i  F  FAT  IONS 


24  Secs  tit-fir  fihe  Secretary  shah  prescribe  such  rcgula- 

25  tiens  as  fee  may  deem  necessary  te  carry  out  this  Aetr 
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-uuuu >i»n i tVshonb  ai  tiioki-^bb 


Sec.  044-t  44+=  eaeh  hseal  yeas*  tlieee  4  heeehy  uethes- 
ized:  4?  he  appeepriatod  sueh  feeds  as  easy  be  eeeessaey  to 
eeahle  toe  heeeetaey  to  easry  eet  eaeh  el  toe  titles  el  this 
Aefe  Provided,  ho  ne  ver T  4toat  ee  appeepeiatfeft  shall  he 
made  lee  purpeses  el  titles  444  ae4  4A  lee  aey  hseal  yeae 
ee  ee  altee  July  A  4909,  eeless 


EFFECTIVE 


Sfito  042t  4tois  Aet  shall  he  eh-eeteee  upen 

that  titles  4  ash  44  el  this  Aet  shall  he  ohoctivc  hegks- 
ftift^  with  the  hest  hseal  veae  altee  eeaetseeftt  ash  shall 

r*i  i  r\ATOAr1  /v  rii'v  C^(*  1 1  tta1  tj  4  1  ~\TiO  f  ,1  /All  ,Q  1  Sw  «1  1  i  W  tl  Till  11  el  1  \  /.i  { ,CKC\ 

»SU  Ut  1  uv  Uv'j  JL  1  n |_H_  L  11  V  v  1  y  y  L  1  lv"  1 1  tlTl  v/1  lltl  tJ L  11UUT  Jhlill.  11  i  li  t  l  U *1 

Statr  240A  as  aoieeded,  ash  the  Aet  el  July  A  4958 
Atatr  270) ,  as  ameftdedr  4he  the  hest  yeae  el  epeeatiefty 

m4 1 1 1  O  I  n f  if  1q  T T  / yl  i_Li_ic<  A  ef  i:,iv 

tlTl  v  T  ill  114  1 1114  IT  tfr  VTTT75  Tilt  T\7 


HI  tlvA  UVeOOll  111  n*  fi  u/<n  1  van  i»  pi  VQ  1 1  v/>|/  f  A  Ttnyfl  PlTiefl  A,l~>  ve 

Tit  1 1  It  piAtAttiti^  IIol  ill  V  ear  n  I  lcll  1  Tv  Tv  t  1U  ptlT  111  1  lUllj  Tv 

speetfeely?  i»  the  peegroins  eshee  the  Aatieeh  Sclioel  Jiafteh 


Aeh  as  aftieudedy  ash  the  Aet  el  July  A  495fe  fts 
That  this  Act  may  he  cited  as  the  “ Child  Nutrition  Act  of 
1966”. 


DECLARATION  OF  PURPOSE 


Sec.  2.  In  recognition  of  the  demonstrated  relationship 
between  food  and  good  nutrition  and  the  capacity  of  children 
to  develop  and  learn,  based  on  the  years  of  cumulative  sue- 


( 


1 


cessful  experience  under  the  national  school  lunch  program 

2  with  its  significant  contributions  in  the  field  of  applied,  nutri- 

3  tion  research,  it  is  hereby  declared  to  be  the  policy  of  Con- 

4  gress  that  these  efforts  shall  be  extended,  expanded,  and 

5  strengthened  under  the  authority  of  the  Secretary  of  Agri- 

6  culture  as  a  measure  to  safeguard  the  health  and  well-being 

7  of  the  Nation  s  children,  and  to  encourage  the  domestic  con- 

8  sumption  of  agricultural  and  other  foods,  by  assisting  States, 

9  through  grants-in-aid  and  other  means,  to  meet  more  effec- 

10  lively  the  nutritional  needs  of  our  children. 

11  SPECIAL  MILK  PROGRAM 

12  AUTHORIZATION 

13  Sec.  3.  There  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated 

14  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1067,  not  to  exceed 

15  $110,000,000 ;  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1968,  not 

16  to  exceed  $115,000,000 ;  and  for  each  of  the  two  succeeding 
11  fiscal  years  not  to  exceed  $120,000,000,  to  enable  the  Secre- 

18  tary  of  Agriculture,  under  such  rules  and  regulations  as  he 

19  may  deem  in  the  public  interest,  to  encourage  consumption  of 

20  fluid  milk  by  children  in  the  United  States  in  (1 )  nonprofit 

21  schools  of  high  school  grade  and  under,  and  (2)  nonprofit 

22  nursery  schools,  child-care  centers,  settlement  houses,  sum- 

23  mer  camps,  and  similar  nonprofit  institutions  devoted,  to  the 

24  care  and  training  of  children.  For  the  purpose  of  this  sec- 

25  tion  “United  States”  means  the  fifty  States  and  the  District 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 


of  Columbia.  The  Secretary  shall  administer  the  special 
milk  program  provided  for  by  this  section  to  the  maximum 
extent  practicable  in  the  same  manner  as  lie  administered 
the  special  milk  program  provided  for  by  Public  Law  85 - 
478 ,  as  amended,  during  the  fiscal  year  ended  June  30, 
I960. 

SCHOOL  BREAKFAST  PROGRAM 
AUTHORIZATION 

Sec.  4.  (a)  There  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropri¬ 
ated  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1907,  not  to  ex¬ 
ceed  $7 ,500,000 ;  and  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 
1908,  not  to  exceed  $10,000,000,  to  enable  the  Secretary 
to  formulate  and  carry  out  a  pilot  program  to  assist  States 
through  grants-in-aid  and  other  means,  to  initiate,  maintain, 
or  expand  nonprofit  breakfast  programs  in  schools. 

APPORTIONMENT  TO  ST  A  TES 
(b)  Of  the  funds  appropriated  for  the  purposes  of  this 
section,  the  Secretary  shall  for  each  fiscal  year,  (1)  appor¬ 
tion  $2,600,000  equally  among  the  States  other  than  Guam, 
the  Virgin  Islands,  and  American  Samoa,  and  $45,000 
equally  among  Guam,  the  Virgin  Islands,  and  American 
Samoa,  and  (2)  apportion  the  remainder  among  the  States 
in  accordance  with  the  apportionment  formula  contained  in 
section  4  of  the  National  School  Lunch  Act,  as  amended. 
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STATE  DISBURSEMENT  TO  SCHOOLS 


(c)  Funds  apportioned  and  paid  to  any  State  for  the 
purpose  of  this  section  shall  he  disbursed  by  the  State  educa¬ 
tional  agency  to  schools  selected  by  the  State  educational 
agency,  to  reimburse  such  schools  for  the  cost  of  obtaining 
agricultural  and,  other  foods  for  consumption  by  needy 
children  in  a  breakfast  program  and  for  the  purpose  of  sub¬ 
section  (e).  Such  food,  costs  may  include,  in  addition  to 
the  purchase  price,  the  cost  of  processing,  distributing,  trans¬ 
porting,  storing,  and  handling.  Disbursement  to  schools 
shall  be  made  at  such  rates  per  meal  or  on  such  other  basis 
as  the  Secretary  shall  prescribe.  In  selecting  schools,  the 
State  educational  agency  shall,  to  the  extent  practicable,  give 
first  consideration  to  those  schools  drawing  attendance  from 
areas  in  which  poor  economic  conditions  exist,  and  to  those 
schools  to  which  a  substantial  proportion  of  the  children 
enrolled  must  travel  long  distances  daily. 

(d)  In  circumstances  of  severe  need  where  the  rate 
per  meal  established  by  the  Secretary  is  deemed  by  him  in¬ 
sufficient  to  carry  on  an  effective  breakfast  program  in  a 
school,  the  Secretary  may  authorize  financial,  assistance  up  to 
80  per  centum  of  the  operating  costs  of  such  a,  program, 
including  cost  of  obtaining,  preparing,  and  serving  food.  In 
the  selection  of  schools  to  receive  assistance  under  this  sec- 
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tion,  the  State  educational  agency  shall  require  applicant 
schools  to  provide  justification  of  the  need  for  such  assistance. 

NUTRITIONAL  AND  OTHER  PROGRAM  REQUIREMENTS 
(e)  Breakfasts  served  by  schools  participating  in  the 
school  breakfast  program  under  this  section  shall  consist  of  a 
combination  of  foods  and  shall  meet  minimum  nutritional 
requirements  prescribed  bg  the  Secretary  on  the  basis  of 
tested  nutritional  research.  Such  breakfasts  shall  be  served 
without  cost  or  at  a  reduced  cost  only  to  children  who  are 
determined  by  local  school  authorities  to  be  unable  to  pay  the 
full  cost  of  the  breakfast.  In  making  such  determinations, 
such  local  authorities  should,  to  the  extent  practicable ,  con¬ 
sult  with  public  welfare  and  health  agencies.  No  physical 
segregation  of  or  other  discrimination  against  any  child  shall 
be  made  by  the  school  because  of  his  inability  to  pay. 

NONPROFIT  PRIVATE  SCHOOLS 


(f)  The  withholding  of  funds  for  and  disbursement  to 
nonprofit  private  schools  will  be  effected  in  accordance  with 
section  10  of  the  National  School  Lunch  Act,  as  amended , 
exclusive  of  the  matching  provision  thereof. 

NONFOOD  ASSISTANCE  PROGRAM 


AUTHORIZATION 

Sec.  5.  (a)  There  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appro¬ 
priated  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  SO.  1967,  not  to 
exceed  $. 12,000.000 ,  for  the  fiscal  gear  ending  June  SO, 
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7.96 18,  not  to  exceed  $13,000,000,  for  each  of  the  two  fiscal 
years  ending  June  JO,  1000,  and  Jane  30,  1070,  not  to 
exceed,  $ 13,000,000 ,  and,  for  each  fiscal  year  I  hereafter  such 
sums  as  the  Congress  may  hereafter  authorize,  to  enable 
the  Secretary  to  formulate  and  carry  out  a  program  to  assist 
the  States  through  grants-in-aid  and  other  means  to  supply 
schools  drawing  attendance,  from  areas  in  which  poor  eco¬ 
nomic  conditions  exist  with  facilities,  other  than  land  and 
buildings,  for  the  storage,  preparation,  transportation,  and 
serving  of  food  to  enable  such  schools  to  establish,  maintain, 
and  expand  school  food  service,  programs.  In  the  case  of 
nonprofit  private  schools,  such  facilities  shall  be  for  use  of 
such  schools  principally  in  connection  with  child  feeding  pro¬ 
grams  authorized,  in  this  Act  and  in  the  National  School 
Lunch  Act,  as  amended,  and,  in  the  event  the  facilities  are  no 
longer  so  used,  that  part,  of  such  facilities  financed  with 
Federal  funds,  or  the  residual  value  thereof,  shall  revert  to 
the  United  States. 

APPORTIONMENTS  TO  STATES 
(b)  The  Secretary  shall  apportion  the  funds  appropri¬ 
ated  for  the  purposes  of  this  section  among  the  States  during 
each  fiscal  year  on  the  same  basis  as  apportionments  are 
made  under  section  4  of  the  National  School  Lunch  Act,  as 
amended,  for  supplying  agricultural  and,  other  foods,  except 
that  apportionment  to  American  Samoa  for  any  fiscal  year 
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shall  be  on  the  same  basis  as  the  apportionment  to  the  other 
States.  Payments  to  any  State  of  funds  apportioned  for  any 
fiscal  year  shall  be  made  upon  condition  that  at  least  one- 
fourth  of  the  cost  of  any  facilities  financed  under  this  sub¬ 
section  shall  be  borne  by  State  or  local  funds. 

STATE  DISBURSEMENT  TO  SCHOOLS 

(c)  Funds  apportioned  and,  paid  to  any  State  for  the 
purpose  of  this  section  shall  be  disbursed  by  the  State  edu¬ 
cational  agency  to  assist  schools,  which  draw  attendance  from 
areas  in  which  poor  economic  conditions  exist  and  which 
have  no,  or  grossly  inadequate,  facilities,  to  conduct  a  school 
food  service  program,  and  to  acquire  such  facilities.  In  the 
selection  of  schools  to  receive  assistance  under  this  section, 
the  State  educational  agency  shall  require  applicant  schools 
to  provide  justification  of  the  need,  for  such  assistance  and  the 
inability  of  the  school  to  finance  the  food  service  equipment 
and  facilities  needed.  Disbursements  to  any  school  may  be 
made,  by  advances  or  reimbursements,  only  after  approval  by 
the  State  educational  agency  of  a  request  by  the  school  for 
funds,  accompanied,  by  a  detailed  description  of  the  facilities 
to  be  acquired  and,  the  plans  for  the  use  thereof  in  effectively 
meeting  the  nutritional  needs  of  children  in  the  school. 

NONPROFIT  PRIVATE  SCHOOLS 

(d)  The  withholding  of  funds  for  and  disbursement  to 
nonprofit  private  schools  will  be  effected  in  accordance  with 
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section  10  of  the  National  School  Lunch  Act,  as  amended, 

2  exclusive  of  the  matching  provision  thereof. 

3  PAYMENTS  TO  STATES 

4  Sec.  6.  The  Secretary  shall  certify  to  the  Secretary 

5  of  the  Treasury  from  time  to  time  the  amounts  to  be  paid 

6  to  any  State  under  sections  3  through  7  of  this  Act  and  the 

7  time  or  times  such  amounts  are  to  be  paid ;  and  the  Secretary 

8  of  the  Treasury  shall  pay  to  the  State  at  the  time  or  times 

9  fixed  by  the  Secretary  the  amounts  so  certified. 

10  ST  A  TE  ADMINISTRATIVE  EXPENSES 

11  Sec.  7.  The  Secretary  may  utilize  funds  appropriated 

12  under  this  section  for  advances  to  each  State  educational 

13  agency  for  use  for  its  administrative  expenses  in  supervising 

14  and  giving  technical  assistance  to  the  local  school  districts  in 

15  their  conducting  of  programs  under  this  Act.  Such  funds 

16  shall  be  advanced  only  in  amounts  and  to  the  extent  deter- 

17  mined  necessary  by  the  Secretary  to  assist  such  State  agen- 

18  cies  in  the  administration  of  additional  activities  under- 

19  taken  by  them  under  section  11  of  the  National  School 

20  Lunch  Act,  as  amended,  and  sections  4  and  5  of  this  Act. 

21  There  are  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  such  sums 

22  as  may  be  necessary  for  the  purposes  of  this  section. 

23  UTILIZATION  OF  FOODS 

24  Sec.  8.  Each  school  participating  under  section  4  of 

25  this  Act  shall,  insofar  as  practicable,  utilize  in  its  program 
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foods  designated  from  time  to  time  by  the  Secretary  as  being 
in  abundance,  either  nationally  or  in  the  school  area ,  or  foods 
donated  by  the  Secretary.  Foods  available  under  section 
416  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1946  (63  Stat.  1058),  as 
amended,  or  purchased  under  section  32  of  the  Act  of  August 
24,  1935  (49  Stat.  774),  as  amended,  or  section  709  of  the 
Food  and  Agriculture  Act  of  1965  (79  Stat.  1212),  may 
be  donated  by  the  Secretary  to  schools,  in  accordance  with 
the  needs  as  determined  by  local  school  authorities,  for 
utilization  in  their  feeding  programs  under  this  Act. 

NONPROFIT  PROGRAMS 

Sec.  9.  The  food  and  milk  service  programs  in  schools 
and  nonprofit  institutions  receiving  assistance  under  this  Act 
shall  be  conducted  on  a  nonprofit  basis. 

REGULATIONS 

Sec.  10.  The  Secretary  shall  prescribe  such  regulations 
as  he  may  deem  necessary  to  carry  out  this  Act. 

PROHIBITIONS 

Sec.  11.  (a)  In  carrying  out  the  provisions  of  sections 
3  through  5  of  this  Act,  neither  the  Secretary  nor  the  State 
shall  impose  any  requirements  with  respect  to  teaching  per¬ 
sonnel,  curriculum,  instruction,  methods  of  instruction,  and 
materials  of  instruction. 

(b)  The  value  of  assistance  to  children  under  this  Act 
shall  not  be  considered  to  be  income  or  resources  for  any 
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purpose  under  any  F ederal  or  State  laws  including ,  but  not 
limited  to,  laws  relating  to  taxation,  welfare,  and  public 
assistance  programs.  Expenditures  of  funds  from  State  and 
local  sources  for  the  maintenance  of  food  programs  for  chil¬ 
dren  shall  not  be  diminished  as  a  result  of  funds  received 
under  this  Act. 

CENTRALIZATION  OF  ADMINISTRATION 

Sec.  12.  Authority  for  the  conduct  and  supervision  of 
Federal  programs  to  assist  schools  in  providing  food  service 
programs  for  children  is  assigned  to  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture.  To  the  extent  practicable,  other  Federal  agencies 
administering  programs  under  which  funds  are  to  be  pro¬ 
vided  to  schools  for  such  assistance  shall  transfer  such  funds 
to  the  Department  of  Agriculture  for  distribution  through 
the  administrative  channels  and  in  accordance  with  the 
standards  established  under  this  Act  and  the  National  School 
Lunch  Act. 

PRESCHOOL  PROGRAMS 

Sec.  13.  The  Secretary  may  extend  the  benefits  of 
all  school  feeding  programs  conducted,  and  supervised  by  the 
Department  of  Agriculture  to  include  preschool  programs 
operated  as  part  of  the  school  system. 

Sec.  14.  There  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated, 
for  any  fiscal  year  such  sums  as  may  be  necessary  to  the 
Secretary  for  his  administrative  expense  under  this  Act. 
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MISCELLANEOUS  PRO  VISIONS  AND  DEFINITIONS 

Sec.  15.  For •  the  purposes  of  this  Act — 

(a)  “State"  means  any  of  the  fifty  States,  the  District 
of  Columbia,  the  Commonwealth  of  Puerto  Pico,  the  Virgin 
Islands,  Guam,  or  American  Samoa. 

(b)  “ State  educational  agency"  means,  as  the  State 
legislature  may  determine,  (1)  the  chief  State  school  officer 
(such  as  the  State  superintendent  of  public  instruction,  com¬ 
missioner  of  education,  or  similar  officer),  or  (2)  a  board 
of  education  controlling  the  State  department  of  education. 

(c)  “ Nonprofit  private  school"  means  any  private  school 
exempt  from  income  tax  under  section  501(c)(3)  of  the 
Internal  Revenue  Code  of  1954. 

(d)  “School"  means  any  public  or  nonprofit  private 
school  of  high  school  grade  or  under,  including  kindergarten 
and  preschool  programs  operated  by  such  school  and,  with 
respect  to  Puerto  Rico,  shall  also  include  nonprofit  child¬ 
care  centers  certified  as  such  by  the  Governor  of  Puerto  Rico. 

(e)  “Secretary"  means  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

ACCOUNTS  AND  RECORDS 

Sec.  16.  States,  State  educational  agencies,  schools,  and 
nonprofit  institutions  participating  in  programs  under  this 
Act  shall  keep  such  accounts  and  records  as  may  be  necessary 
to  enable  the  Secretary  to  determine  whether  there  has  been 
compliance  with  this  Act  and  the  regulations  hereunder. 
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1  Such  accounts  and  records  shall  at  all  times  he  available  for 

2  inspection  and  audit  by  representatives  of  the  Secretary  and 

3  shall  he  preserved  for  such  period  of  time,  not  in  excess  of 

4  three  years,  as  the  Secretary  determines  is  necessary. 
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Senate  committee  ap- 


1.  CHILD  NUTRITION.  The  Education  and  Labor  Committee  reported  with  amendments 
S.  3467,  the  child  nutrition  bill  (H.  Rept.  1802).  p.  17370 


2.  FARM  CREDIT.  The  Agriculture  Committee  reported  H.  J.  Res.  1217,  to  delete  the 
interest  rate  limitation  on  debentures  issued  by  Federal  intermediate  credit 
bank*  (H.  Rept.  1803).  p.  17370  \ 
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3.  SQJL  SURVEYS.  The  Agriculture  Committee  reported  with  amendment  S.  902,  to 
authorize  this  Department  to  provide  soil  information  assistance  to  States 
and\other  public  agencies  to  assist  them  in  community  planning  and  resour< 
development,  including  planning  for  such  facilities  as  highwayconstruct/on, 
recreational  facilities,  and  water  and  sewage  facilities  (H.  Rept.  180^ 
p.  17370-,. 


4.  CIVIL  RIGHTS 
17308-42 


Continued  debate  on  H.  R.  14765,  the  civil  rights  bij 


pp. 


5.  FOOD  PRICES.  Rep,  Farbstein  stated  his  intention  to  introduce  A  bill  "to 

freeze  food  pricos  for  90  days,  pending  further  recommendations  from  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  or  the  President."  p.  17307 

Rep.  Abernethy  c\lled  the  "increased  cost  of  bread  and ydther  foods, ..un¬ 
justified"  and  stated\that  these  high  costs  "cannot  be  attributed"  to  the 
farmer,  p.  17307 

6.  ANIMAL  DISEASE.  Rep.  Cunningham  stated  that  he  had  a/ked  this  Department  to 

intervene  to  save  the  live\of  54  wild  animals  destined  for  U.  S.  zoos.  p. 
17341 

Rep.  Resnick  stated  that  "ivigid  safeguards"  a/e  necessary  to  protect  live¬ 
stock  and  wildlife  in  this  country  against  the/introduction  of  devastating 
diseases,  pp.  17345-6 

7.  ORGANIZATION  OF  CONGRESS.  Rep.  Curtis  inse/ted  the  supplemental  views  of  Reps, 

Hall  and  Cleveland  and  himself  to  the-,  final  report  of  the  Joint  Committee  on 
the  Organization  of  the  Congress.  pp.\>7346-49 

8.  FOOD  SUPPLY.  Rep.  Halpern  commended  tme  uke  of  margarine  for  the  school  lunch 

program  and  the  armed  forces.  p.  1/357 

9.  RECREATION.  Rep.  Farnsley  expressed  pleasure  &ver  the  announcement  of  a  "$3.9 

million  grant... to  develop  a  State  park  and  recreational  area  at  western 
Kentucky’s  new  Barkley  Lake."/p.  17368 

Rep,  O'Neill,  Mass.,  spoke  in  favor  of  the  billkto  establish  the  Hudson 
Highlands  National  Scenic  Riverway,  N.  Y, ,  and  insetted  a  supporting  article, 
p.  17368 


SENATE 

10.  FARM  CREDIT.  The  Agriculture  and  Forestry  Committee  reported  without  amendment 
S.  J.  Res.  178,  tcydelete  the  interest  rate  limitation  on  debentures  issued 
by  Federal  intermediate  credit  banks  (S.  Rept.  1427).  p.  172( 

11.  LANDS;  RESEARCH/  The  Agriculture  and  Forestry  Committee  reported\without  amend¬ 

ment  S.  3421 j  to  authorize  this  Department  to  convey  certain  lands\and  im¬ 
provements  tfhereon  to  the  University  of  Alaska  (S.  Rept.  1426).  p.\l7204 

The  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  Committee  voted  to  report  (but  drd  not 
actual ly/report)  S.  3178,  to  eliminate  certain  gaps  in  Interior's  exchange 
authority  under  the  Taylor  Grazing  Act.  p.  D710 

12.  GRAIN/  The  Agriculture  and  Forestry  Committee  voted  to  report  (but  did  not 
actually  report)  S.  3585,  to  amend  the  Grain  Standards  Act  to  permit  the  in 
s/ection  of  certain  grain  thereunder  on  the  basis  of  submitted  samples,  p.  D7^ 
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Report 
No.  1802 


AMENDING  THE  NATIONAL  SCHOOL  LUNCH  ACT 


August  3,  1966. — Committed  to  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the 
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)Mr.  Poavell,  from  the  Committee  on  Education  and  Labor,  submitted 

the  following 

REPORT 

[To  accompany  S.  3467] 

The  Committee  on  Education  and  Labor,  to  whom  was  referred 
the  bill  (S.  3467)  to  amend  the  National  School  Lunch  Act,  as  amended, 
to  strengthen  and  expand  food  service  programs  for  children,  having 
considered  the  same,  report  favorably  thereon  with  amendments  and 
recommend  that  the  bill  as  amended  do  pass. 

The  amendments  are  as  follows: 

Beginning  on  page  1,  strike  out  line  3  and  all  that  follows  through 
line  9  on  page  2  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  the  following: 

That  the  National  School  Lunch  Act  is  amended  as  follows: 

(1)  Section  3  of  such  Act  (42  U.S.C.  1752)  is  amended  by 
striking  out  “to  carry  out  the  provisions  of  this  Act,  other 
than  section  11”  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  “to  carry  out 

*  the  provisions  of  sections  2  through  10  of  this  Act”. 

(2)  Section  6  of  such  Act  (42  U.S.C.  1755)  is  amended  by 
striking  out  “for  carrying  out  the  provisions  of  this  Act”  and 
inserting  in  lieu  thereof  “for  carrying  out  the  provisions  of 
sections  2  through  10  of  this  Act”. 

(3)  Subsections  (b)  and  (c)  of  section  11  of  such  Act 
(42  U.S.C.  1759)  are  amended  by  striking  out  “and  American 
Samoa”  in  each  such  subsection  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
“American  Samoa,  and  the  Trust  Territory  of  the  Pacific 
Islands”. 

(4)  Section  12(d)  of  such  Act  (42  U.S.C.  1760(d))  is 
amended — 

(A)  by  striking  out  “or  American  Samoa”  in  para¬ 
graph  (1)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  “American 
Samoa,  or  the  Trust  Territory  of  the  Pacific  Islands”; 
and 
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(B)  by  adding  after  paragraph  (7)  the  following 
new  paragraph : 

“(8)  ‘Nonprofit  institution’  means  any  public  or 
private  institution,  except  a  school  or  other  educa¬ 
tional  institution  of  higher  learning,  which  provides 
for  the  care  and  training  of  children  and  no  part 
of  the  net  earnings  of  which  inures  to  the  benefit 
of  any  private  shareholder  or  individual.” 

(5)  By  adding  at  the  end  of  the  Act  the  following  new 
sections : 

Page  2,  strike  out  line  10  and  all  that  follows  down  through  line  4 
on  page  3. 

Page  3,  line  7,  strike  out  “14”  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  “13”. 

Page  3,  line  13,  insert  “either”  after  “programs”. 

Page  3,  line  15,  strike  out  “and”  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  “or”. 

Page  3,  line  16,  insert  immediately  before  the  period  “daily,  or  both”. 

Page  3,  line  17,  strike  out  “  ‘Apportionment  to  States”  and  insert 
in  lieu  thereof  “  ‘Apportionment  to  Guam,  the  Virgin  Islands,  Puerto 
Rico,  American  Samoa,  and  the  Trust  Territory  of  the  Pacific  Islands”. 

Page  3,  line  21,  strike  out  “and  American  Samoa.”  and  insert  in 
lieu  thereof  “American  Samoa,  and  the  Trust  Territory  of  the  Pacific 
Islands.”. 

Page  4,  immediately  before  line  1,  insert  the  following:  “  ‘Appor¬ 
tionment  to  other  States”. 

Page  4,  line  4,  strike  out  “and  American  Samoa”  and  insert  in  lieu 
thereof  “American  Samoa,  and  the  Trust  Territory  of  the  Pacific 
Islands”. 

Page  4,  line  8,  strike  out  “$2,000”  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  “the 
low-income  factor  (determined  under  title  II  of  Public  Law  874, 
Eighty -first  Congress)”. 

Page  4,  line  10,  strike  out  “$2,000”  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  “such 
low-income  factor”. 

Page  4,  beginning  in  line  10,  strike  out  “Department  of  Health, 
Education,  and  Welfare’s”. 

Page  4,  line  12,  insert  after  “children”  the  following:  “under  a 
State  plan  approved  under  title  IV  of  the  Social  Security  Act”. 

Page  4,  line  19,  strike  out  “needy”. 

Page  5,  line  3,  strike  out  “and”  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  “or”. 

Page  5,  immediately  before  the  period  at  the  end  of  line  5,  insert 
“daily”. 

Page  5,  after  line  5,  insert  “  ‘Special  Financial  Assistance  in  Cases 
of  Severe  Need”. 

Page  6,  line  20,  strike  out  “15”  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  “14”. 

Page  6,  beginning  in  line  21,  strike  out  “and  for  each  fiscal  year 
thereafter  such  sums  as  may  be  necessary”  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof 
“not  to  exceed  $12,000,000,  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1968, 
not  to  exceed  $15,000,000,  for  each  of  the  two  fiscal  years  ending 
June  30,  1969,  and  June  30,  1970,  not  to  exceed  $18,000,000,  and  for 
each  fiscal  year  thereafter  such  sums  as  the  Congress  may  hereafter 
authorize,”. 

Page  7,  beginning  in  line  1,  strike  out  “facilities,  other  than  land 
and  buildings,”  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  “equipment”. 
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Page  7,  line  4,  after  the  period  insert  the  following: 

Such  equipment  shall  be  for  use  of  such  schools  principally 
in  connection  with  child  feeding  programs  authorized  in  this 
Act  and  in  the  event  the  equipment  is  no  longer  so  used, 
that  part  of  such  equipment  financed  with  Federal  funds,  or 
the  residual  value  thereof,  shall  revert  to  the  United  States. 

Page  7,  in  lines  14,  21,  and  22,  strike  out  “facilities”  and  insert  in 
lieu  thereof  in  such  lines  “equipment”. 

Page  8,  line  2,  strike  out  “and  facilities”. 

Page  8,  line  5,  strike  out  “facilities”  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof 
“equipment”. 

Page  9,  line  2,  strike  out  “16”  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  “15”. 

Page  9,  line  4,  strike  out  “17”  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  “16”. 

Page  9,  line  9,  strike  out  “17”  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  “16”. 

Page  9,  line  17,  strike  out  “14”  and  “15”  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof 
v“13”  and  “14”,  respectively. 

)  Page  9,  line  21,  strike  out  “18”  and  “14”  and  insert  “17”  and  “13”, 
respectively. 

Page  10,  line  10,  strike  out  “19”  and  insert  “18”,  and  in  line  14, 
strike  out  “20”  and  insert  “19”. 

Page  10,  line  19,  strike  out  “5  through  17”  and  insert  “five  through 
seventeen”. 

Page  10,  line  19,  strike  out  “$2,000”  and  insert  “the  low-income 
factor  (established  under  title  II  of  Public  Law  874,  Eighty-first 
Congress)”. 

Page  10,  line  20,  strike  out  “Department  of  Health,  Education,  and 
Welfare’s”.  _ 

Page  10,  line  22,  insert  immediately  after  “children”  the  following: 
“under  a  State  plan  approved  under  title  IV  of  the  Social  Security 
Act”;  and  strike  out  “that  Department”  and  insert  “the  Department 
of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  on  the  basis  of  the  most  recent 
satisfactory  evidence  available”. 

Page  10,  line  24,  strike  out  “21”  and  insert  “20”. 

Page  11,  line  2,  strike  out  “22”  and  insert  “21”. 

Page  11,  line  3,  strike  out  “through  15”  and  insert  “and  14”. 
v  Page  11,  line  16,  strike  out  “23”  and  insert  “22”  and  in  line  20, 
^strike  out  “24”  and  insert  “23”. 

Page  12,  line  3,  after  the  period,  insert: 

No  existing  food  service  program  shall  be  eliminated  or  cur¬ 
tailed,  under  this  section,  until  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture  has  instituted  a  comparable  or  improved  program. 

Page  12,  line  5,  strike  out  “25”  and  insert  “24”. 

Page  12,  beginning  in  line  5,  strike  out  “sections  1  through  12” 
and  insert  “the  first  twelve  sections”. 

Page  12,  after  line  8,  insert  the  following  new  section: 

Sec.  2.  There  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated 
for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1967,  not  to  exceed  $110,- 
000,000;  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1968,  not  to  exceed 
$115,000,000;  and  for  each  of  the  two  succeeding  fiscal  years 
not  to  exceed  $120,000,000,  to  enable  the  Secretary  of  Agri¬ 
culture,  under  such  rules  and  regulations  as  he  may  deem  in 
the  public  interest,  to  encourage  consumption  of  fluid  milk 
by  children  in  the  United  States  in  (1)  nonprofit  schools  of 
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high  school  grade  and  under,  and  (2)  nonprofit  nursery 
schools,  child-care  centers,  settlement  houses,  summer  camps, 
and  similar  nonprofit  institutions  devoted  to  the  care  and 
training  of  children.  For  the  purposes  of  this  section  “United 
States”  means  the  fifty  States  and  the  District  of  Columbia. 

The  Secretary  shall  administer  the  special  milk  program 
provided  for  by  this  section  to  the  maximum  extent  practi¬ 
cable  in  the  same  manner  as  he  administered  the  special  milk 
program  provided  for  by  Public  Law  85-478,  as  amended, 
during  the  fiscal  year  ended  June  30,  1966. 

I.  Purpose 

The  purpose  of  S.  3467  is  to  broaden  the  National  School  Lunch  Act 
so  as  to  provide  for  a  coordinated,  comprehensive  child  food  service 
in  schools  and  to  assure  that  this  is  done  through  existing  Federal- 
State  administrative  channels. 

There  has  been  a  proliferation  of  child  feeding  programs  in  recent 
years  operated  under  various  authorities  and  appropriations.  The 
uational  school  lunch  program  is  and  will  remain  our  major  national 
effort  in  the  field  of  improved  child  nutrition.  The  additional  authori¬ 
ties  and  programs  provided  under  this  bill  will  build  on  the  experience 
of  20  years  with  the  national  school  lunch  program.  The  national 
school  lunch  program  is  a  model  of  effective  Federal-State-local 
cooperation  and  the  committee  feels  strongly  that  child  nutrition  in 
schools  can  best  be  served  by  strengthening  the  existing  administrative 
authority  and  channels. 

II.  Summary 

A.  The  bill  would  amend  the  National  School  Lunch  Act  by  adding 
provisions  for — 

(1)  A  pilot  breakfast  program  for  fiscal  years  1967  and  1968 
in  schools  drawing  attendance  from  poor  economic  areas  and  in 
schools  to  which  the  children  must  travel  long  distances  (new 
sec.  13); 

(2)  A  permanent  program  for  nonfood  assistance  to  schools 
drawing  attendance  from  areas  in  which  poor  economic  con¬ 
ditions  exist  (new  sec.  14);  and 

(3)  General  administration  (secs.  15  through  24),  including 
provision  for — 

(a)  Appropriation  of  funds  to  assist  State  educational 
agencies,  when  necessary,  in  administering  additional 
activities  under  section  11  and  new  sections  13  and  14  of 
the  act; 

(b)  Authorizing  the  Secretary  to  extend  school  feeding 
programs  under  the  act  to  include  preschool  programs  op¬ 
erated  as  part  of  the  school  system;  and 

( c )  Centralization  in  the  Department  of  Agriculture  of 
the  administration  of  Federal  programs  to  assist  school 
feeding  programs. 

B.  The  bill  would  also  extend  the  special  milk  program  for  fiscal 
years  1967,  1968,  1969,  and  1970. 
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III.  Committee  Consideration 


On  July  13,  1966,  S.  3467,  to  amend  the  National  School  Lunch 
Act,  as  amended,  to  strengthen  and  expand  food  service  programs 
for  children,  was  referred  to  the  Committee  on  Education  and  Labor. 
Because  this  bill  had  already  passed  the  other  body  without  a  negative 
vote  it  was  referred  to  the  Select  Subcommittee  on  Education  for 
expeditious  consideration.  On  July  21,  the  subcommittee  conducted 
a  hearing  on  this  proposal.  Mr.  Howard  Davis,  Deputy  Administra¬ 
tor,  Consumer  Food  Programs,  Consumer  and  Marketing  Service  of 
the  Department  of  Agriculture  and  Mrs.  Mary  Condon  Gereau, 
legislative  consultant  to  the  National  Education  Association,  appeared 
and  supported  the  bill.  The  subcommittee  met  in  executive  session 
on  July  26  and  27  and  reported  the  bill  to  the  full  committee  with 
amendments. 

IV.  Legislative  History 


A.  THE  NATIONAL  SCHOOL  LUNCH  PROGRAM  HISTORY 


Although  school  lunch  programs  of  various  kinds  have  operated  for 
many  years  in  this  country,  Federal  assistance  on  an  organized  basis 
actually  began  in  the  midthirties.  In  that  period,  foods  acquired  by 
the  Department  under  surplus  removal  programs  were  donated  to 
schools  to  help  provide  free  lunches  to  needy  children.  This  surplus 
purchase  and  donation  operation  was  carried  out  under  the  authority 
of  section  32  of  the  act  of  August  24,  1935  (Public  Law  74-320). 

The  Department’s  surplus  food  donation  authority  was  further 
expanded  bv  section  416  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949  (Public  Law 
81-439),  authorizing  donations  of  foods  acquired  by  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  under  the  price-support  program.  A  new  au¬ 
thority  was  added  in  section  709  of  the  Food  and  Agriculture  Act  of 
1965  (Public  Law  89-321)  which  authorizes  the  use  of  CCC  funds  for 
the  purchase  of  dairy  products  at  market  prices  to  meet  the  needs  of 
domestic  and  foreign  food  assistance  programs. 

In  the  1930’s  as  at  present,  the  volume  and  kinds  of  surplus  foods 
available  for  donation  to  schools  varied  from  year  to  year  depending 
on  market  conditions.  Despite  these  variations,  the  availability 
>of  these  foods  did  stimulate  the  initiation  of  school  feeding  projects 
to  the  point  where,  by  1940,  over  2  million  children  were  participating 
in  lunch  programs  that  were  receiving  Federal  surplus  foods. 

By  1943,  the  wartime  demand  for  food  had  virtually  eliminated 
the  surplus  problem  in  agriculture  and  in  March  of  that  year  the 
Department  announced  that  section  32  funds  would  be  used  to  support 
the  lunch  program  through  a  reimbursement  system.  Through  this 
system,  schools  would  receive  cash  payments  to  make  local  purchases 
of  food  for  their  lunch  programs.  Surplus  food  donations  were  con¬ 
tinued  during  the  war  period  but  for  the  most  part  consisted  of 
occasional  supplies  of  seasonal  surpluses  of  items  such  as  potatoes 
and  cabbage. 

This  cash  assistance  program  in  1943  contained  most  of  the  major 
elements  of  the  present  school  lunch  program — nutritional  standards, 
free  lunches  for  children  determined  by  local  school  authorities  as 
unable  to  pay  the  full  price  of  the  lunch,  and  the  requirement  that 
schools  operate  their  lunch  programs  on  a  nonprofit  basis.  The 
maximum  Federal  cash  reimbursement  per  meal  was  9  cents. 
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Through  fiscal  year  1946,  the  authority  to  operate  a  cash  reimburse¬ 
ment  program  with  section  32  funds  was  contained  in  the  annual 
appropriation  bill  for  the  Department  of  Agriculture.  This  cash  in¬ 
centive  brought  more  schools  into  the  program  so  that,,  by  fiscal  year 
1946,  some  4  million  children  were  participating.  State  departments 
of  education  were  beginning  to  take  an  active  interest  in  the  program 
although  actual  administration,  including  the  taking  of  agreements 
with  individual  schools  in  most  cases,  remained  the  responsibility  of 
the  Department  of  Agriculture. 

Reliance  on  year-to-year  authorizaitons  in  appropriation  bills 
introduced  an  element  of  uncertainty  as  to  continuing  availability 
of  Federal  funds  and  tended  to  discourage  the  States  from  long-range 
planning  for  program  expansion.  In  recognition  of  these  facts,  the 
Congress  moved  to  provide  basic  permanent  enabling  legislation  that 
became  the  National  School  Lunch  Act.  The  act  was  approved  by 
the  President  in  June  1946  (Public  Law  80-396). 


B.  MAJOR  FEATURES  OF  THE  NATIONAL  SCHOOL  LUNCH  ACT 


1.  Responsibility  for  the  program  administration  is  placed  in  State 
educational  agencies.  They  select  schools  for  participation,  take 
agreements  with  participating  schools,  pay  reimbursement  claims 
from  funds  advanced  to  the  States  by  the  Department,  and  generally 
supervise  operations  in  the  local  schools  within  the  policies  and  regu¬ 
lations  established  by  the  Department  of  Agriculture.  The  act  also 
provides  that  the  Department  of  Agriculture  will  continue  to  ad¬ 
minister  the  program  in  private  schools  in  those  States  wThere  State 
law  prohibits  the  State  educational  agency  from  disbursing  funds  to 
other  than  public  schools.  Within  this  overall  administrative  frame¬ 
work,  the  operation  of  the  school  lunch  program  has  been  and  will 
remain  a  local  community  and  school  board  responsibility. 

2.  An  annual  appropriation  is  authorized. 

3.  A  specific  formula  is  provided  for  the  distribution  of  cash  as¬ 
sistance  funds  among  the  States  (including  a  special  formula  for 
distribution  of  cash  assistance  for  particularly  needy  schools  under 
sec.  11,  which  was  added  to  the  act  in  1962). 

4.  The  Secretary  of  Agriculture  is  authorized  to  establish  nutritional 
standards  based  on  tested  nutritional  research.  These  standards  are( 
incorporated  in  the  widely  known  type  A  lunch  that  includes  a  half 
pint  of  milk,  a  protein  rich  food,  fruits  and  vegetables,  bread  and 
butter  or  fortified  margarine.  This  lunch  is  designed  to  meet  one- 
third  to  one-half  of  a  child’s  daily  nutritional  requirements. 

5.  Lunches  are  required  to  be  served  free  or  at  reduced  prices  to 
children  unable  to  pay.  The  act  places  specific  responsibility  on  local 
adiuql  officials  for  the  determination  of  those  children  unable  to  pay. 

6.  Participating  schools  are  required  to  operate  their  lunch  pro¬ 
grams  on  a  nonprofit  basis. 

7.  Section  6  of  the  act  authorizes  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to  use 
a  portion  of  the  appropriation  for  the  direct  purchase  of  foods  for 
distribution  to  participating  schools. 


C.  CURRENT  STATUS  OF  THE  NATIONAL  SCHOOL  LUNCH  PROGRAM 

At  the  present  time,  nearly  three-fourths  of  the  children  enrolled 
in  public  and  nonprofit  private  schools  have  access  to  a  lunch  program 
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at  school  under  the  National  School  Lunch  Act.  This  year,  18 
million  of  these  children  are  participating  in  the  program  and  over  3 
billion  lunches  will  be  served.  Almost  2  million  of  these  children 
receive  a  lunch  at  reduced  price  or  free  of  charge.  The  determination 
as  to  those  children  who  cannot  afford  to  pay  the  full  price  of  the 
meal  is  made,  as  it  has  been  made  for  20  years,  by  local  school  officials. 
One  of  the  requirements  under  the  National  School  Lunch  Act  is  that 
needy  children  are  to  receive  a  reduced  price  or  free  meal  and  that 
these  children  are  not  to  be  identified  in  any  way  as  different  from 
their  classmates. 

Federal  contributions  account  for  slightly  more  than  20  percent  of 
the  $1.5  billion  in  school  lunch  business.  By  far  the  largest  pro¬ 
portion  of  that  sum  is  spent  in  the  child’s  hometown  with  the  local 
merchants  who  provide  the  food  and  services  for  the  program.  The 
program  is  administered  by  local  school  officials  with  a  frequent 
assist  from  the  PTA  and  other  local  citizens’  groups. 

Research  has  revealed  that  there  are  some  9  million  children  with 
no  access  to  a  food  service  at  school.  One  million  of  these  are  children 
of  low-income  families  who  should  have  a  reduced  price  or  free  meal  if 
local  resources  were  adequate  to  initiate  a  food  service  program.  For 
the  most  part  the  schools  these  children  attend  are  in  low-income 
urban  areas  or  in  isolated  rural  areas. 

S.  3467  is  designed  to  help  close  these  gaps. 

The  only  major  changes  that  have  been  made  in  the  National  School 
Lunch  Act  were  made  in  1962,  when  the  formula  for  apportioning 
appropriated  funds  among  the  States  was  revised  to  provide  a  more 
equitable  distribution  and  encourage  program  expansion.  At  the 
same  time  a  new  section  was  added,  section  11,  to  provide  special 
assistance  to  schools  drawing  attendance  from  areas  of  poor  economic 
conditions. 


D.  SECTION  11  OF  THE  NATIONAL  SCHOOL  LUNCH  ACT 


The  record  of  the  national  school  lunch  program  has  been  one  of 
rapid  and  sustained  growth  since  enactment  of  the  legislation  in  1946. 
Last  year,  participation  increased  by  nearly  1  million  children. 

Despite  these  gains,  the  program  is  not  meeting  its  full  potential 
in  providing  lunches  for  needy  children.  Estimates  based  on  a  na¬ 
tional  survey  indicate  that  some  1.4  million  children  would  qualify 
for  but  do  not  receive  a  reduced  price  or  free  lunch.  Almost  1  million 
of  these  children  are  among  the  9  million  who  have  no  access  to  lunch 
service  at  school.  About  half  a  million  are  children  who  attend  schools 
that  have  a  lunch  program  but  where  the  combined  Federal,  State, 
and  local  resources  are  not  adequate  to  finance  the  reduced  price  or 
free  lunch  they  should  receive. 

Under  the  national  school  lunch  program,  the  local  community 
bears  most  of  the  burden  of  financing  the  lunch  program  from  chil¬ 
dren’s  payments  or  other  sources.  In  most  communities  where  the 
percentage  of  needy  children  is  relatively  low,  the  cost  of  providing 
a  lunch  for  these  children  is  not  an  undue  burden  on  the  program’s 
financial  structure.  However,  where  the  proportion  of  needy  children 
is  high,  the  local  financial  structure  is  frequently  inadequate  to  fund 
a  program  that  will  provide  all  the  reduced  price  or  free  meals  that 
should  be  made  available. 
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In  order  to  meet  this  situation,  the  Congress  in  1962  amended  the 
National  School  Lunch  Act  (Public  Law  87-823)  to  provide,  under 
section  11,  for  special  assistance  to  schools  drawing  attendance  from 
particularly  needy  areas.  This  section  of  the  act  was  funded  in  the 
amount  of  $2  million  for  the  first  time  in  fiscal  year  1966  on  a  demon¬ 
stration  basis. 

The  legislation  carries  carefully  prescribed  criteria  as  to  the  eligi¬ 
bility  of  schools  for  special  assistance.  It  also  contains  a  mandatory 
special  formula  for  the  apportionment  of  funds  among  the  States. 
The  $2  million  for  fiscal  year  1966  was  not  actually  available  until 
November  of  1965. 

The  States  did  a  remarkable  job  in  organizing  their  special  assist¬ 
ance  programs.  Since  the  assistance  payments  from  these  Federal 
funds  could  be  used  only  to  help  meet  food  costs,  local  resources  and 
support  were  essential  to  finance  the  labor,  equipment,  and  other 
costs  of  the  program.  Frequently,  the  local  PTA  or  other  civic 
organizations  helped  meet  the  other  costs. 

Most  of  the  demonstration  projects  were  not  actually  underway 
until  February  or  March  of  1966. 

A  total  of  831  schools  in  all  50  States  and  the  District  of  Columbia 
participated  in  the  projects.  The  number  of  children  enrolled  in 
these  schools  totaled  325,000.  Nearly  137,000  children,  or  more  than 
60  percent  of  the  total  enrollment,  participated  on  a  daily  basis. 

Eighty-two  schools  operated  lunch  programs  for  the  first  time. 
Some  two-thirds  of  the  children  enrolled  in  these  schools  participated 
in  the  lunch  program.  Although  complete  data  are  not  available  for 
every  project,  preliminary  indications  are  that  over  50,000  needy 
children  received  lunches  at  school  for  the  first  time. 

In  North  Carolina,  six  schools  participated  in  the  demonstration 
project.  Prior  to  the  new  program,  less  than  one-third  of  the  total 
enrollment  of  6,400  children  were  participating  in  the  lunch  program. 
As  a  result  of  the  additional  assistance  provided  the  student  partici¬ 
pation  increased  from  2,060  to  nearly  5,000. 

In  California,  20  schools  were  approved  for  special  assistance  with 
an  average  daily  attendance  of  13,840  children.  Here,  the  increase 
in  participation  as  a  result  of  reducing  the  lunch  price  from  30  to  20 
cents,  was  65  percent.  In  addition,  there  was  a  decrease  in  the  num¬ 
ber  of  lunches  previously  served  free  because  more  children  could 
afford  to  pay  the  lower  price  for  the  lunch. 

In  Pennsylvania,  25  urban  and  rural  schools  with  an  enrollment  of 
9,000  children  were  approved  as  demonstration  projects.  Lunch 
prices  were  reduced  from  an  average  of  31.7  cents  to  15.7  cents  in 
these  schools.  As  a  result,  the  level  of  program  participation  in¬ 
creased  by  one-third  and  the  number  of  free  lunches  provided  more 
than  doubled. 

In  Georgia,  20  needy  schools  were  approved  as  demonstration 
projects.  Lunch  prices  were  substantially  lowered  because  of  the 
additional  funds  provided  and  the  level  of  participation  increased 
from  63  percent  of  enrollment  to  84  percent. 

In  Tennessee,  it  was  possible  to  initiate  a  lunch  program  for  the 
first  time  in  16  schools  which  had  previously  been  unable  to  finance 
a  lunch  program.  With  the  special  assistance  funds  it  was  possible 
to  establish  lunch  prices  in  these  16  programs  at  10  to  16  cents  with 
the  result  that  nearly  90  percent  of  the  1,300  children  in  these  schools 
were  able  to  receive  a  lunch  at  school  for  the  first  time. 


AMENDING  THE  NATIONAL  SCHOOL  LUNCH  ACT 


9 


Iii  order  to  assist  the  States  to  meet  their  added  supervisory  func¬ 
tions  in  administering  section  11,  the  bill  authorizes  appropriations 
for  advances  to  States  where  necessary  for  that  purpose. 

E.  THE  SPECIAL  MILK  PROGRAM 

The  Agricultural  Act  of  1954  (Public  Law  84-690)  provided  that 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation  funds  could  be  used  to  increase  the 
consumption  of  fluid  milk  by  children  in  public  and  nonprofit  private 
high  schools  and  elementary  schools. 

In  1956,  the  program  was  extended  for  an  additional  2  years  and 
was  expanded  to  include  nonprofit  nursery  schools,  child-care  centers, 
settlement  houses,  and  similar  agencies  for  the  care  and  training  of 
underprivileged  children. 

By  1958,  although  the  $75  million  in  program  funds  were  still 
charged  to  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation,  it  was  explicitly  stated 
that  they  “shall  not  be  considered  as  amounts  expended  for  the  pur¬ 
pose  of  carrying  out  the  price-support  program.” 

The  Agricultural  Act  of  1961  (Public  Law  87-128)  authorized  appro¬ 
priations  to  carry  on  the  program  for  the  5  fiscal  years  ending  on  June 
30,  1967. 

During  the  fiscal  year  which  ended  June  30,  1966,  some  3  billion 
half  pints  of  milk  were  consumed  under  this  program.  This  was  over 
and  above  the  3  billion  half  pints  of  milk  served  as  part  of  the  type  A 
lunch  under  the  national  school  lunch  program. 

Consumption  under  the  special  milk  program  represents  about  2% 
percent  of  the  national  fluid  milk  consumption. 

V.  Programs  Proposed  To  Be  Included  in  the  National  School 

Lunch  Act 

A.  BREAKFAST  PROGRAM 

Under  section  13  of  the  bill  the  Secretary  is  authorized  to  initiate 
a  2-year  pilot  breakfast  program  in  certain  types  of  schools.  Eligible 
schools  would  be  those  drawing  attendance  from  areas  in  which  poor 
economic  conditions  exist  and  also  those  schools  where  a  substantial 
proportion  of  the  children  enrolled  travel  long  distances. 

There  is  no  question  but  that  thousands  of  children  arrive  at  school 
hungry  and  this  inevitably  affects  their  span  of  attention  and  conduct. 
In  rural  areas,  children  frequently  ride  the  bus  for  as  much  as  an 
hour  or  more  and  then  stand  around  and  wait  for  school  to  start. 
These  children  leave  home  early  and  time  often  does  not  allow  for 
adequate  breakfast.  They  often  must  wait  6  to  8  hours  for  lunch. 
In  urban  areas,  thousands  of  children  are  in  families  where  the  mother 
must  leave  for  work  long  before  the  children  leave  for  school.  Break¬ 
fast  tends  to  be  a  neglected  meal. 

In  cases  of  very  severe  need  in  the  school,  the  Secretary  may  author¬ 
ize  financial  assistance  up  to  90  percent  of  the  operating  costs  of  the 
program.  In  most  situations,  however,  Federal  assistance  will  be 
limited  to  the  food  supplied  needed  for  the  program  with  local  sources 
defraying  labor  and  other  costs. 

Following  the  pattern  and  experience  with  the  type  A  lunch  under 
the  national  school  lunch  program,  the  Secretary  is  authorized  to 
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prescribe  nutritional  standards  that  must  be  met.  The  basic  strength 
of  the  lunch  program  has  been  that  participating  schools  must  agree  to 
serve  a  combination  of  foods  that  improve  a  child’s  nutrition  in  order 
to  receive  Federal  assistance.  A  great  deal  of  research  has  gone  into 
the  question  of  what  a  child  needs  each  day  and  from  this  came  the 
type  A  meal  pattern  followed  in  the  school  lunch  program.  As  part 
of  its  technical  assistance  efforts,  the  U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture 
has  developed  menu  planning  and  buying  guides  that  are  made 
available  to  the  schools  but  local  school  lunch  officials  do  all  their 
own  day-in,  day-out  menu  planning.  They  may  serve  any  food  they 
want  as  long  as  the  total  meal  meets  established  nutritional  require¬ 
ments.  The  same  techniques  and  procedures  will  be  followed  under 
the  pilot  breakfast  program. 

The  pilot  breakfast  program  also  carries  the  provision  that — 

Such  breakfasts  shall  be  served  without  cost  or  at  a  reduced 
cost  only  to  children  who  are  determined  by  local  school  authori¬ 
ties  to  be  unable  to  pay  the  full  cost  of  the  breakfast.  In  making 
such  determinations,  such  local  authorities  should,  to  the  extent  V/ 
practicable,  consult  with  public  welfare  and  health  agencies.  No 
physical  segregation  of  or  other  discrimination  against  any  child 
shall  be  made  by  the  school  because  of  his  inability  to  pay. 

B.  NONFOOD  ASSISTANCE  PROGRAM 

Although  the  present  National  School  Lunch  Act  carries  authority 
for  providing  nonfood  assistance,  this  section  has  not  been  funded  for 
many  years  since  the  language  is  general  in  tone  and  does  not  lend  it¬ 
self  to  concentrating  funds  in  those  specific  schools  that  most  need 
help  in  initiating  or  expanding  a  food  service.  For  this  reason,  section 
14  of  the  proposed  amendments  is  designed  to  spell  out  the  intent  of 
Congress  in  this  respect. 

There  are  9  million  children  who,  for  one  reason  or  another,  have 
no  access  to  a  meal  at  school.  Many  rural  schools  and  many  urban 
schools,  built  years  ago,  have  no  food  service  facilities.  In  many  of 
these  schools  most  of  the  children  enrolled  are  in  families  with  very 
limited  income.  The  local  tax  base  is  limited  and  the  many  needs  of 
the  community  are  such  that  funds  are  inadequate  to  meet  these  needs. 

Section  14  provides  that  the  State  educational  agency  may  provide 
assistance  to  schools  in  this  situation.  Applicant  schools  will  be 
required  to  justify  their  need  for  assistance  on  a  project  basis  and  to 
submit  a  detailed  description  of  the  equipment  to  be  acquired  and 
their  proposals  for  its  use  in  meeting  the  nutritional  needs  of  children. 

In  addition,  State  or  local  sources  must  bear  one-fourth  of  the  cost  of 
equipment  or  facilities  financed  under  this  authority. 

Carefid  and  prudent  administration  of  this  section  will  be  required 
to  assure  its  full  effectiveness. 

C.  STATE  ADMINISTRATIVE  EXPENSES 

The  national  school  lunch  program  has  operated  for  20  years  with 
all  State  administrative  costs  borne  by  the  State  governments.  The 
program  has  now  reached  a  stage,  including  the  introduction  of  the 
new  activities,  where  the  States  will  have  to  increase  their  super¬ 
visory  and  technical  assistance  capabilities. 
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Section  11,  the  special  assistance  phase  of  the  national  school 
lunch  program;  the  breakfast  program  and  the  nonfood  assistance 
program  will  require  a  greatly  expanded  effort  on  the  part  of  State 
school  lunch  personnel.  More  analysis  will  be  required  to  determine 
the  eligibility  of  schools  for  special  assistance.  These  schools  will 
need  guidance  in  all  phases  of  their  lunch  operations.  A  thorough 
analysis  will  also  be  needed  on  a  project-by-project  basis  of  applica¬ 
tions  for  nonfood  assistance.  Schools  will  also  need  help  to  get  off 
to  a  sound  start  on  a  breakfast  program. 

In  view  of  this  additional  workload  and  the  additional  responsi¬ 
bilities  the  State  educational  agencies  are  being  asked  to  undertake, 
the  bill  provides  that  some  help  may  be  provided  these  agencies 
where  necessary  to  enable  them  to  administer  these  additional 
activities  effectively. 

D.  PRESCHOOL  PROGRAMS 

)  Section  22  clarifies  the  situation  with  respect  to  preschool  programs. 
At  the  present  time,  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  may  not  make  school 
lunch  programs  available  to  children  in  schools  below  the  kindergarten 
level  even  though  they  are  attending  an  organized  class.  If  such 
programs  are  operated  as  part  of  the  school  system,  the  children  in 
attendance  will  now  be  made  eligible  for  school  food  programs. 

VI.  Section-by-Section  Analysis 


SECTION  1 — AMENDMENTS  TO  THE  NATIONAL  SCHOOL  LUNCH  ACT 


Paragraph  (1)  preserves  the  appropriation  authorization  for  the 
national  school  lunch  program,  but  keeps  it  separate  from  those  for  the 
new  programs  provided  by  the  bill. 

Paragraph  (2)  excludes  funds  appropriated  for  the  new  programs 
from  section  6  of  the  National  School  Lunch  Act,  which  provides  that 
part  of  the  funds  may  be  used  for  Department  administrative  expenses 
and  part  may  be  used  for  direct  food  purchases. 

Paragraphs  (3)  and  (4)  brings  the  Trust  Territory  of  the  Pacific 
Islands  into  these  food  programs  and  defines  “nonprofit  institution” 
as  an  institution,  other  than  a  school,  which  provides  for  the  care  and 
training  of  children  and  no  part  of  the  net  earnings  of  which  inures  to 
the  benefit  of  any  private  shareholder  or  individual. 

Paragraph  (5)  adds  new  sections  13  through  24  to  the  National 
School  Lunch  Act.  The  new  sections  are  as  follows: 

Section  13 — School  breakfast. 

Section  14 — Nonfood  assistance. 

Sections  15  through  24 — General  provisions. 


NEW  SECTION  13 — -PILOT  BREAKFAST  PROGRAM 

New  section  13  provides  for  a  pilot  school  breakfast  program  for 
fiscal  years  1967  and  1968. 

Subsection  (a)  authorizes  appropriations  for  such  program  in 
schools  serving  children  from  low-income  areas  or  in  schools  drawing 
attendance  from  children  who  have  to  travel  long  distances.  The 
appropriation  for  fiscal  1967  could  not  exceed  $7.5  million.  The 
appropriation  for  fiscal  1968  could  not  exceed  $10  million. 
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Subsections  (b)  and  (c)  provide  for  apportionment  to  States.  Three 
percent  would  be  apportioned  to  Guam,  the  Virgin  Islands,  Puerto 
Rico,  American  Samoa,  and  the  Trust  Territory  of  the  Pacific  Islands, 
on  the  basis  of  the  number  of  children  ages  5  through  17.  From  the 
balance  the  other  States  would  each  receive,  first,  a  basic  grant  of 
about  $49,000  (a  total  of  $2,500,000  equally  divided)  and,  second, 
additional  funds  on  the  basis  of  need  as  indicated  b}^  the  number  of 
children  in  the  State,  ages  5  through  17,  in  families  with  income  of 
less  than  the  low-income  factor  (determined  under  title  II  of  Public 
Law  874,  81st  Cong.)  per  annum  plus  the  number  of  children  ages 
5  through  17  in  families  with  incomes  of  more  than  such  low-income 
factor  per  annum  from  payments  under  the  program  of  aid  to  families 
with  dependent  children. 

Subsection  (d)  requires  States  to  disburse  funds  to  schools  found 
eligible  by  the  State  educational  agency  at  rates  per  meal  that  will  be 
established  by  the  Secretary. 

Subsection  (e)  provides  that  in  instances  of  severe  need,  the  Secre¬ 
tary  may  authorize  assistance  up  to  90  percent  of  the  operating  cost 
of  a  breakfast  program,  including  the  cost  of  obtaining,  preparing, 
and  serving  food.  In  these  schools  Federal  funds  could  lie  disbursed 
in  amounts  in  excess  of  the  premeal  rates  described  in  subsection  (d) 
and  could  be  used  to  cover  costs  of  preparation  and  serving  in  addi¬ 
tion  to  the  cost  of  the  food  itself.  Assistance  under  subsection  (e) 
would  be  given  only  if  the  applicant  school  showed  the  need  for  such 
assistance. 

Subsection  (f)  requires  meals  served  under  this  section  to  meet 
nutritional  requirements  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  on  the  basis  of 
tested  nutritional  research  and  to  be  served  free  or  at  reduced  cost 
only  to  those  children  found,  by  local  school  authorities,  to  be  unable 
to  pay  the  full  cost.  This  is  generally  similar  to  the  requirement 
contained  in  the  existing  National  School  Lunch  Act. 

Subsection  (g)  provides  that  the  Department  of  Agriculture  will 
administer  the  program  and  disburse  funds  to  nonprofit  private  schools 
in  those  States  whose  educational  agency  is  forbidden,  by  law,  to 
disburse  funds  to  other  than  public  schools.  This  is  similar  to  the 
method  followed  under  the  National  School  Lunch  Act. 

NEW  SECTION  14 — NONFOOD  ASSISTANCE  PROGRAM 

New  section  14  provides  for  a  permanent  nonfood  assistance  pro¬ 
gram  in  schools  drawing  attendance  from  poor  economic  areas. 

Subsection  (a)  authorizes  appropriations  for  fiscal  year  1967,  not 
to  exceed  $12  million  for  fiscal  year  1968,  not  to  exceed  $15  million 
for  fiscal  year  1969,  and  fiscal  year  1970  not  to  exceed  $18  million,  and 
for  each  fiscal  year  thereafter  such  sums  as  the  Congress  may  authorize, 
to  assist  States  in  helping  such  schools  acquire  equipment,  other  than 
land  and  buildings,  for  the  storage,  preparation,  transportation,  and 
serving  of  food. 

Subsection  (b)  provides  that  funds  shall  be  apportioned  among 
the  States  on  the  same  basis  as  school  lunch  funds  under  section  4. 
Payments  to  States  are  made  on  condition  that  one-fourth  of  the  cost 
of  any  equipment  financed  shall  be  borne  by  State  or  local  funds. 

Subsection  (c)  permits  the  State  educational  agency  to  disburse 
funds  to  eligible  schools  by  advance  or  by  reimbursement  only  on 
request  from  the  school,  accompanied  by  a  detailed  description  of  the 
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equipment  to  be  acquired  and  plans  for  their  use  to  improve  the 
nutritional  needs  of  the  children  in  the  school.  Applicant  schools 
would  have  to  show  the  need  for  such  assistance  and  the  inability  of 
local  tax  sources  to  finance  the  equipment. 

Subsection  (d)  requires  the  Department  of  Agricutlure  to  administer 
the  program  in  nonprofit  private  schools  in  those  States  where  the 
State  educational  agency  is  not  permitted,  by  law,  to  disburse  funds 
to  other  than  public  schools. 

NEW  SECTION  15 — PAYMENTS  TO  STATES 


New  section  15  provides  that  the  Secretary  shall  certify  to  the 
Secretary  of  Treasury  payments  to  be  made  to  any  State  under  the 
new  provisions  and  the  Secretary  of  Treasury  shall  make  the  payment. 
This  is  the  same  procedure  currently  used  under  the  national  school 
lunch  program. 


NEW  SECTION  16 - STATE  ADMINISTRATIVE  EXPENSES 


New  section  16  authorizes  the  appropriation  of  funds  needed  to 
assist  State  educational  agencies  in  the  administration  of  additional 
activities  undertaken  under  sections  11,  13,  and  14  '(the  existing 
provision  for  special  school  lunch  assistance  in  low-income  areas, 
and  the  new  provisions  for  school  breakfasts  and  nonfood  assistance). 


NEW  SECTION  17 — UTILIZATION  OF  FOODS 

New  section  17  requires  schools  participating  in  the  breakfast 
program  to  use,  to  the  extent  practicable,  foods  designated  by  the 
Secretary  as  being  in  abundance,  and  to  receive  foods  donated  by  the 
Department  of  Agriculture. 


NEW  SECTION  18 — NONPROFIT  PROGRAMS 


New  section  18  requires  all  food  and  milk  service  programs  re¬ 
ceiving  assistance  under  the  act  to  be  operated  on  a  nonprofit  basis. 
This  is  similar  to  the  requirement  under  the  National  School  Lunch 
Act. 

NEW  SECTION  19 — STATISTICAL  DATA 


New  section  19  provides  that  information  on  numbers  of  children, 
ages  5  through  17,  and  on  per  capita  income  shall  be  made  available 
by  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  and,  unless  otherwise  specified,  shall 
be  the  latest  available.  Data  on  the  numbers  of  children,  ages  5 
through  17,  in  families  with  incomes  of  more  than  the  low-income 
factor  (determined  under  title  II  of  Public  Law  874,  Slst  Cong.)  per 
annum  from  payments  under  the  program  of  aid  to  families  with 
dependent  children  shall  be  provided  by  that  Department  from  the 
most  recent  satisfactory  data  available. 


NEW  SECTION  20 — REGULATIONS 

New  section  20  authorizes  regulations. 
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NEW  SECTION  21 — PROHIBITIONS 

New  section  21  prohibits — 

(а)  The  Secretary  and  the  States  from  imposing  any  require¬ 
ments  with  respect  to  teaching  personnel,  curriculum,  or  materials 
of  instruction  in  carrying  out  the  special  milk  or  other  programs 
added  to  the  National  School  Lunch  Act.  A  similar  provision 
now  applies  to  the  national  school  lunch  program. 

(б)  The  value  of  assistance  to  children  under  the  National 
School  Lunch  Act  from  being  considered  as  income  or  resources 
for  purposes  of  other  programs. 

(c)  State  and  local  expenditures  for  food  programs  for  children 
from  being  reduced  as  a  result  of  funds  received  under  the  National 
School  Lunch  Act. 

NEW  SECTION  22 — PRESCHOOL  PROGRAMS 

New  section  22  authorizes  the  Secretary  to  extend  the  benefits  of 
school  feeding  programs  under  the  act  to  preschool  programs  operated 
as  part  of  the  school  system. 

NEW  SECTION  23 — CENTRALIZATION  OF  ADMINISTRATION 

New  section  23  would  centralize  in  the  Department  of  Agriculture 
the  administration  of  all  Federal  programs  to  provide  assistance  to 
school  food  service  programs.  To  the  extent  practicable  other  Fed¬ 
eral  agencies  would  be  required  to  transfer  to  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  any  funds  to  be  used  for  such  assistance,  but  no  existing 
program  can  be  curtailed  or  eliminated  without  the  institution  of  a 
comparable  or  improved  program  in  its  place. 

NEW  SECTION  24 - NO  CHANGE  IN  SCHOOL  LUNCH  PROGRAM 

New  section  24  requires  the  school  lunch  program  to  be  administered 
in  the  same  manner  as  in  the  past.  To  assure  that  no  change  can 
occur  and  to  express  full  confidence  in  the  existing  administration  and 
operation  of  the  program,  section  24  provides  that — 

The  Secretary  shall  administer  sections  1  through  12  of  this 
act  to  the  maximum  extent  practicable  in  the  same  manner 
as  he  administered  those  sections  during  the  fiscal  year  ended 
June  30,  1966. 

This  language  is  not  intended  to  inhibit  program  administration. 
It  is  intended  to  indicate  the  committee’s  endorsement  and  approval 
of  the  approach  now  being  followed  in  program  administration. 

SECTION  2— SPECIAL  MILK  PROGRAM 

Section  2,  provides  for  the  special  milk  program  identical  to  section 
2  of  the  act  of  July  1,  1958,  the  current  authority  for  the  special  milk 
program,  except  (1)  the  current  authority  runs  only  through  June  30, 
1967,  while  the  new  authority  runs  through  fiscal  1970;  (2)  appropria¬ 
tions  would  be  limited  to  not  more  than  $110  million  for  the  fiscal 
year  ending  June  30,  1967;  not  more  than  $115  million  for  the  fiscal 
year  ending  June  30,  1968;  and  not  more  than  $120  million  for  each 
of  the  2  succeeding  fiscal  years ;  and  (3)  section  2  requires  the  Secretary 
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to  administer  the  program  in  the  same  manner  as  in  the  past.  This 
last  change  was  considered  necessary  to  make  clear  the  intention  of 
Congress  that  the  course  of  the  program  is  not  to  be  changed.  The 
language  of  the  existing  law  provides  the  Secretary  with  very  broad 
authority  as  to  the  manner  in  which  the  program  is  to  be  conducted. 
Since  the  new  authority  would  be  part  of  the  National  School  Lunch 
Act,  the  general  provisions  of  that  act  would  be  applicable. 

Changes  in  Existing  Law  Made  by  the  Bill,  as  Reported 

In  compliance  with  clause  3  of  rule  XIII  of  the  Rules  of  the  House 
of  Representatives,  changes  in  existing  law  made  by  the  bill,  as 
reported,  are  shown  as  follows  (existing  law  proposed  to  be  omitted 
is  enclosed  in  black  brackets,  new  matter  is  printed  in  italic,  existing 
law  in  which  no  change  is  proposed  is  shown  in  roman): 

National  School  Lunch  Act 
(42  U.S.C. 1751-1760) 

AN  ACT  To  provide  assistance  to  the  States  in  the  establishment,  maintenance, 

operation,  and  expansion  of  school-lunch  programs,  and  for  other  purposes 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  of  the  United 
States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled,  That  this  Act  may  be  cited 
as  the  “National  School  Lunch  Act”. 

*  *****  * 

APPROPRIATIONS  AUTHORIZED 

Sec.  3.  For  each  fiscal  year  there  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appro¬ 
priated,  out  of  money  in  the  Treasury  not  otherwise  appropriated, 
such  sums  as  may  be  necessary  to  enable  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
(hereinafter  referred  to  as  “the  Secretary”)  to  carry  out  the  provisions 
of  [this  Act,  other  than  section  11]  sections  2  through  10  of  this  Act. 
*  *  *  *  *  *  * 

DIRECT  FEDERAL  EXPENDITURES 

Sec.  6.  The  funds  appropriated  for  any  fiscal  year  for  carrying  out 
the  provisions  of  [this  Act]  sections  2  through  10  of  this  Act,  less  not 
to  exceed  3}4  per  centum  thereof  hereby  made  available  to  the  Secre¬ 
tary  for  his  administrative  expenses,  less  the  amount  apportioned  by 
him  pursuant  to  sections  4,  5,  and  10,  and  less  the  amount  appropri¬ 
ated  pursuant  to  section  11,  shall  be  available  to  the  Secretary  during 
such  year  for  direct  expenditure  by  him  for  agricultural  commodities 
and  other  foods  to  be  distributed  among  the  States  and  schools  par¬ 
ticipating  in  the  school-lunch  program  under  this  Act  in  accordance 
with  the  needs  as  determined  by  the  local  school  authorities.  The 
provisions  of  law  contained  in  the  proviso  of  the  Act  of  June  28,  1937 
(50  Stat.  323),  facilitating  operations  with  respect  to  the  purchase  and 
disposition  of  surplus  agricultural  commodities  under  section  32  of  the 
Act  approved  August  24,  1935  (49  Stat.  774),  as  amended,  shall,  to 
the  extent  not  inconsistent  with  the  provisions  of  this  Act,  also  be 
applicable  to  expenditures  of  funds  by  the  Secretary  under  this  Act. 
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SPECIAL  ASSISTANCE 

Sec.  11.  (a)  There  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated 
$10,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1963,  and  such  sums  as 
may  be  necessary  for  each  succeeding  fiscal  year  to  provide  special 
assistance  to  schools  drawing  attendance  from  areas  in  which  poor 
economic  conditions  exist,  for  the  purpose  of  helping  such  schools  to 
meet  the  requirement  of  section  9  of  this  Act  concerning  the  service  of 
lunches  to  children  unable  to  pay  the  full  cost  of  such  lunches. 

(b)  Of  the  sums  appropriated  pursuant  to  this  section  for  any  fiscal 
year,  3  per  centum  shall  be  available  for  apportionment  to  Puerto 
Rico,  the  Virgin  Islands,  Guam  £and  American  Samoa]  American 
Samoa,  and  the  Trust  Territory  of  the  Pacific  Islands.  From  the  funds 
so  available  the  Secretary  shall  apportion  to  each  such  State  an 
amount  which  bears  the  same  ratio  to  the  total  of  such  funds  as  the 
number  of  free  or  reduced-price  lunches  served  in  accordance  with 
section  9  of  this  Act  in  such  State  in  the  preceding  fiscal  year  bears  to 
the  total  number  of  such  free  or  reduced-price  lunches  served  in  all/*V 
such  States  in  the  preceding  fiscal  year:  Provided,  That  for  the  fiscal  ^ ' 
year  ending  June  30,  1963,  $5,000  shall  be  apportioned  to  American 
Samoa,  which  amount  shall  be  first  deducted  from  the  total  amount 
available  for  apportionment  under  this  subsection.  If  any  such  State 
cannot  utilize  for  the  purposes  of  this  section  all  of  the  funds  appor¬ 
tioned  to  it  the  Secretary  shall  make  further  apportionment  on  the 
same  basis  as  the  initial  apportionment  to  any  such  States  which 
justify  the  need  for  additional  funds  for  such  purposes. 

(c)  Of  the  remaining  sums  appropriated  pursuant  to  this  section 
for  any  fiscal  year,  not  less  than  50  per  centum  shall  be  apportioned 
among  States,  other  than  Puerto  Rico,  the  Virgin  Islands,  Guam, 
£and  American  Samoa]  American  Samoa,  and  the  Trust  Territory  of 
the  Pacific  Islands,  on  the  basis  of  the  following  factors  for  each  State: 

(1)  the  number  of  free  or  reduced-price  lunches  served  in  accordance 
with  section  9  of  this  Act  in  the  preceding  fiscal  year,  and  (2)  the 
assistance  need  rate.  These  factors  shall  be  applied  in  the  following 
manner:  First,  determine  an  index  for  each  State  by  multiplying 
factors  (1)  and  (2);  second,  divide  this  index  by  the  sum  of  the  indices 
for  all  such  States;  and,  third,  apply  the  figure  thus  obtained  to  the 
total  funds  to  be  apportioned.  Any  funds  so  initially  apportioned /V 
which  cannot  be  used  for  the  purpose  of  this  section  by  the  State  to '*’ 
which  apportioned,  together  with  the  remainder  of  the  funds  available 
under  this  subsection,  shall  be  further  apportioned  by  the  Secretary 
on  the  same  basis  as  the  initial  apportionment  to  such  States  which 
justify  on  the  basis  of  operating  experience  the  need  for  additional 
funds  to  meet  the  need  of  students  in  such  States  for  free  or  reduced- 
price  lunches  in  schools  deemed  eligible  by  their  State  educational 
agencies  for  special  assistance  in  accordance  with  the  factors  set  forth 

in  subsection  (e)  of  this  section. 

(d)  Payment  of  the  funds  apportioned  to  any  State  under  this  sec¬ 
tion  shall  be  made  as  provided  in  the  last  sentence  of  section  7  of  the 
Act. 

(e)  Funds  paid  to  any  State  during  any  fiscal  year  pursuant  to 
this  section  shall  be  disbursed  to  selected  schools  in  such  State  to 
assist  such  schools  in  the  purchase  of  agricultural  commodities  and 
other  foods.  The  selection  of  schools  and  the  amounts  of  funds  that 
each  shall  from  time  to  time  receive  (within  a  maximum  per  lunch 
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amount  established  by  the  Secretary  for  all  the  States)  shall  be 
determined  by  the  State  educational  agenc\r  on  the  basis  of  the  fol¬ 
lowing  factors:  (1)  The  economic  condition  of  the  area  from  which 
such  schools  draw  attendance;  (2)  the  needs  of  pupils  in  such  schools 
for  free  or  reduced-price  lunches;  (3)  the  percentages  of  free  and  re¬ 
duced-price  lunches  being  served  in  such  schools  to  their  pupils; 
(4)  the  prevailing  price  of  lunches  in  such  schools  as  compared  with 
the  average  prevailing  price  of  lunches  served  in  the  State  under  this 
Act;  and  (5)  the  need  of  such  schools  for  additional  assistance  as 
reflected  by  the  financial  position  of  the  school  lunch  programs  in 
such  schools. 

(f)  If  in  any  State  the  State  educational  agency  is  not  permitted  by 
law  to  disburse  funds  paid  to  it  under  this  Act  to  nonprofit  private 
schools  in  the  State,  the  Secretary  shall  withhold  from  the  funds 
apportioned  to  such  State  under  subsections  (b)  or  (c)  of  this  section 
an  amount  which  bears  the  same  ratio  to  such  funds  as  the  number 
of  free  and  reduced-price  lunches  served  in  accordance  with  section  9 
of  this  Act  in  the  preceding  fiscal  year  by  all  nonprofit  private  schools 
participating  in  the  program  under  this  Act  in  such  State  bears  to 
the  number  of  such  free  and  reduced-price  lunches  served  during  such 
year  by  all  schools  participating  in  the  program  under  this  Act  in 
such  State.  The  Secretary  shall  disburse  the  funds  so  withheld 
directly  to  the  nonprofit  private  schools  within  such  State  for  the 
same  purposes  and  subject  to  the  same  conditions  as  are  applicable  to 
a  State  educational  agency  disbursing  funds  under  this  section. 

(g)  In  carrying  out  this  section,  the  terms  and  conditions  governing 
the  operation  of  the  school  lunch  program  set  forth  in  other  sections 
of  this  Act,  including  those  applicable  to  funds  apportioned  or  paid 
pursuant  to  sections  4  or  5  but  excluding  the  provision  of  section  7 
relating  to  matching,  shall  be  applicable  to  the  extent  they  are  not 
inconsistent  with  the  express  requirements  of  this  section. 

MISCELLANEOUS  PROVISIONS  AND  DEFINITIONS 

Sec.  12.  (a)  States,  State  educational  agencies,  and  schools  partici¬ 
pating  in  the  school-lunch  program  under  this  Act  shall  keep  such 
accounts  and  records  as  may  be  necessary  to  enable  the  Secretary  to 
determine  whether  the  provisions  of  this  Act  are  being  complied  with. 
Such  accounts  and  records  shall  at  all  times  be  available  for  inspection 
and  audit  by  representatives  of  the  Secretary  and  shall  be  preserved 
for  such  period  of  time,  not  in  excess  of  five  years,  as  the  Secretary 
determines  is  necessary. 

(b)  The  Secretary  shall  incorporate,  in  his  agreements  with  the 
State  educational  agencies,  the  express  requirements  under  this  Act 
with  respect  to  the  operation  of  the  school-lunch  program  under  this 
Act  insofar  as  they  may  be  applicable  and  such  other  provisions  as 
in  his  opinion  are  reasonably  necessary  or  appropriate  to  effectuate 
the  purposes  of  this  Act. 

(c)  In  carrying  out  the  provisions  of  this  Act,  neither  the  Secretary 
nor  the  State  shall  impose  any  requirement  with  respect  to  teaching 
personnel,  curriculum,  instruction,  methods  of  instruction,  and 
materials  of  instruction  in  any  school. 

(d)  For  the  purposes  of  this  Act — - 

(1)  “State”  means  any  of  the  fifty  States,  the  District  of 
Columbia,  the  Commonwealth  of  Puerto  Rico,  the  Virgin  Islands, 


18 


AMENDING  THE  NATIONAL  SCHOOL  LUNCH  ACT 


Guam,  for  American  Samoa]  American  Samoa,  or  the  Trust 
Territory  o  f  the  Pacific  Islands. 

(2)  “State  educational  agency”  means,  as  the  State  legislature 
may  determine,  (A)  the  chief  State  school  officer  (such  as  the 
State  superintendent  of  public  instruction,  commissioner  of 
education,  or  similar  officer),  or  (B)  a  board  of  education  con¬ 
trolling  the  State  department  of  education;  except  that  in  the 
District  of  Columbia  it  shall  mean  the  Board  of  Education. 

(3)  “Nonprofit  private  school”  means  any  private  school 
exempt  from  income  tax  under  section  501(c)(3)  of  the  Internal 
Revenue  Code  of  1954. 

(4)  “Nonfood  assistance”  means  equipment  used  by  schools 
in  storing,  preparing,  or  serving  food  for  schoolchildren. 

(5)  “Participation  rate”  for  a  State  means  a  number  equal 
to  the  number  of  lunches,  consisting  of  a  combination  of  foods 
and  meeting  the  minimum  requirements  prescribed  by  the 
Secretary  pursuant  to  section  9,  served  in  the  preceding  fiscal 
year  by  schools  participating  in  the  program  under  this  act  in  the 
State,  as  determined  by  the  Secretary. 

(6)  “Assistance  need  rate”  (A)  in  the  case  of  any  State  having 
an  average  annual  per  capita  income  equal  to  or  greater  than  the 
average  annual  per  capita  income  for  all  the  States,  shall  be  five, 
and  (B)  in  the  case  of  any  State  having  an  average  annual  per 
capita  income  less  than  the  average  annual  per  capita  income 
for  all  the  States,  shall  be  the  product  of  five  and  the  quotient  ob¬ 
tained  by  dividing  the  average  annual  per  capita  income  for  all 
the  States  by  the  average  annual  per  capita  income  for  such 
State,  except  that  such  product  may  not  exceed  nine  for  any  such 
State.  For  the  purposes  of  this  paragraph  (i)  the  average  annual 
per  capita  income  for  any  State  and  for  all  the  States  shall  be 
determined  by  the  Secretary  on  the  basis  of  the  average  annual 
per  capita  income  for  each  State  and  for  all  the  States  for  the 
three  most  recent  years  for  which  such  data  are  available  and 
certified  to  the  Secretary  by  the  Department  of  Commerce;  and 
(ii)  the  average  annual  per  capita  income  for  American  Samoa 
shall  be  disregarded  in  determining  the  average  annual  per  capita 
income  for  all  the  States  for  periods  ending  before  July  1,  1967. 

(7)  “School”  means  any  public  or  nonprofit  private  school  of 
high  school  grade  or  under  and,  with  respect  to  Puerto  Rico, 
shall  also  include  nonprofit  childcare  centers  certified  as  such  by 
the  Governor  of  Puerto  Rico. 

(8)  “Nonprofit  institution”  means  any  public  or  private  institu¬ 
tion,  except  a  school  or  other  educational  institution  of  higher  learn¬ 
ing,  which,  provides  for  the  care  and  training  of  children  and  no  part 
of  the  net  earnings  of  which  inures  to  the  benefit  of  any  private 
shareholder  or  individual. 

SCHOOL  BREAKFAST  PROGRAM 
AUTHORIZATION 

Sec.  IS.  (a)  There  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  for  the 
fiscal  year  ending  June  80,  1967,  not  to  exceed  $7,500,000;  and  for  the 
fiscal  year  ending  June  SO,  1968,  not  to  exceed  $10,000,000,  to  enable 
the  Secretary  to  formulate  and  carry  out  a  pilot  program  to  assist  States 
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through  grants-in-aid  and  other  means,  to  initiate,  maintain,  or  expand 
nonprofit  breakfast  programs  either  in  schools  drawing  attendance  from 
areas  in  which  poor  economic  condition <>  exist  or  in  schools  to  which  a 
substantial  proportion  of  the  children  enrolled  must  travel  long  distances 
daily,  or  both. 

APPORTIONMENT  TO  GUAM,  THE  VIRGIN  ISLANDS,  PUERTO  RICO, 

AMERICAN  SAMOA,  AND  THE  TRUST  TERRITORY  OF  THE  PACIFIC 

ISLANDS 

(■ b )  Of  the  funds  appropriated  for  the  purposes  of  this  section  for  any 
fiscal  year,  the  Secretary  shall  reserve  3  per  centum  for  apportionment  to 
Guam,  the  Virgin  Islands,  Puerto  Rico,  American  Samoa,  and  the  Trust 
Territory  of  the  Pacific  Islands.  Such  funds  shall  be  apportioned  among 
such  States  on  the  basis  of  the  ratio  of  the  number  of  children  of  ages  five 
through  seventeen  in  each  such  State  to  the  number  of  all  children  of  ages 
five  through  seventeen  in  all  such  States. 

APPORTIONMENT  TO  OTHER  STATES 

(c)  Of  the  remainder  of  the  funds  appropriated,  the  Secretary  shall  for 
each  fiscal  year,  ( 1 )  apportion  the  first  $ 2,500,000  equally  among  the 
States,  other  than  Guam,  the  Virgin  Islands,  Puerto  Rico,  American 
Samoa,  and  the  Trust  Territory  of  the  Pacific  Islands,  and  (2)  apportion 
the  remainder  among  such  States  on  the  basis  of  the  ratio  of  the  number 
of  children  in  each  State  of  ages  five  through  seventeen  in  families  with 
incomes  of  less  than  the  low-income  factor  ( determined  under  title  II  of 
Public  Law  874,  Eighty-first  Congress )  per  annum  plus  the  number  of 
children  of  ages  five  through  seventeen  in  families  with  incomes  of  more 
than  such  low-income  factor  per  annum,  from  payments  under  the  program 
of  aid  to  families  with  dependent  children  under  a  State  plan  approved 
under  title  IV  of  the  Social  Security  Act  to  the  total  number  of  such 
children  in  the  fifty  States  and  the  District  of  Columbia. 

STATE  DISBURSEMENT  TO  SCHOOLS 

(d)  Funds  apportioned  and  paid  to  any  State  for  the  purpose  of  this 
section  shall  be  disbursed  by  the  State  educational  agency  to  schools  selected 
by  the  State  educational  agency,  to  reimburse  such  schools  for  the  cost  of 
obtaining  agricultural  and  other  foods  for  consumption  by  children  in  a 
breakfast  program  and  for  the  purpose  of  subsection  (e).  Such  food 
costs  may  include,  in  addition  to  the  purchase  price,  the  cost  of  processing, 
distributing,  transporting ,  storing,  and  handling.  Disbursement  to 
schools  shall  be  made  at  such  rates  per  meal  or  on  such  other  basis  as  the 
Secretary  shall  prescribe.  In  selecting  schools,  the  State  educational 
agency  shall,  to  the  extent  practicable,  give  first  consideration  to  those 
schools  drawing  attendance  from  areas  in  which  poor  economic  conditions 
exist  or  to  those  schools  to  which  a  substantial  proportion  of  the  children 
enrolled  must  travel  long  distances  daily. 

SPECIAL  FINANCIAL  ASSISTANCE  IN  CASE  OF  SEVERE  NEED 

( e )  In  circumstances  of  severe  need  where  the  rate  per  meal  established 
by  the  Secretary  is  deemed  by  him  insufficient  to  carry  on  an  effective 
breakfast  program  in  a  school,  the  Secretary  may  authorize  financial 
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assistance  up  to  90  per  centum  of  the  operating  costs  oj  such  a  program, 
including  cost  oj  obtaining,  preparing,  and  serving  food.  In  the  selec¬ 
tion  o  f  schools  to  receive  assistance  under  this  section,  the  State  educational 
agency  shall  require  applicant  schools  to  provide  justijication  oj  the  need 
jor  such  assistance. 

NUTRITIONAL  AND  OTHER  PROGRAM  REQUIREMENTS 

(j)  Breakjasts  served  by  schools  participating  in  the  school  breakjast 
program  under  this  section  shall  consist  oj  a  combination  oj  foods  and  shall 
meet  minimum  nutritional  requirements  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  on  the 
basis  oj  tested  nutritional  research.  Such  breakjasts  shall  be  served 
without  cost  or  at  a  reduced  cost  only  to  children  who  are  determined  by 
local  school  authorities  to  be  unable  to  pay  the  jull  cost  oj  the  breakjast. 
In  making  such  determinations,  such  local  authorities  should,  to  the 
extent  practicable,  consult  with  public  weljare  and  health  agencies.  No 
physical  segregation  o  f  or  other  discrimination  against  any  child  shall  be 
made  by  the  school  because  oj  his  inability  to  pay. 

NONPROFIT  PRIVATE  SCHOOLS 

(g)  If  in  any  State  the  State  educational  agency  is  not  permitted  by  law 
to  disburse  the  junds  paid  to  it  under  this  section  to  nonprojit  private 
schools,  the  Secretary  shall  withhold  jrom  the  junds  apportioned  to  any 
such  State  under  subsections  ( b )  and  (c)  of  this  section  an  amount  based 
on  the  ratio  oj  the  number  oj  children  enrolled  in  nonprojit  private  schools 
within  the  State  to  the  total  number  oj  children  enrolled  in  all  schools 
within  the  State.  The  Secretary  shall  disburse  the  junds  so  withheld 
directly  to  the  nonprojit  private  schools  within  such  State  jor  the  same 
purposes  and  subject  to  the  same  conditions  as  are  required  oj  a  State 
educational  agency  disbursing  funds  made  available  under  this  section. 

NONFOOD  ASSISTANCE  PROGRAM 
AUTHORIZATION 

Sec.  lj.  (a)  There  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  jor  thejiscal 
year  ending  June  30,  1967,  not  to  exceed  $12,000,000,  jor  thejiscal  year 
ending  June  30,  1968,  not  to  exceed  $15 ,000,000,  jor  each  oj  the  two  jiscal 
years  ending  June  30,  1969,  and  June  30, 1970,  not  to  exceed  $18,000,000, 
and  jor  each  jiscal  year  thereajter  such  sums  as  the  Congress  may  hereajter 
authorize,  to  enable  the  Secretary  to  jormulate  and  carry  out  a  program  to 
assist  the  States  through  grants-in-aul  and  other  means  to  supply  schools 
drawing  attendance  jrom  areas  in  which  poor  economic  conditions  exist 
with  equipment  jor  the  storage,  preparation,  transportation,  and  serving 
of  jood  to  enable  such  schools  to  establish,  maintain,  and  expand  school 
toad  service  programs.  Such  equipment  shall  be  jor  use  of  such  schools 
principally  in  connection  with  child  feeding  programs  authorized  in  this 
Act  and  in  the  event  the  equipment  is  no  longer  so  used,  that  part  oj  such 
equipment  financed  with  Federal  junds,  or  the  residual  value  thereoj,  shall 
revert  to  the  United  States. 

APPORTIONMENTS  TO  STATES 

( b )  The  Secretary  shall  apportion  the  junds  appropriated  jor  the 
purposes  oj  this  section  among  the  States  during  each  jiscal  year  on  the 
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same  basis  as  apportionments  are  made  under  section  4  °f  this  Ad  for 
supplying  agricultural  and  other  foods,  except  that  apportionment  to 
American  Samoa  for  any  fiscal  year  shall  be  on  the  same  basis  as  the 
apportionment  to  the  other  States.  Payments  to  any  State  of  funds  ap¬ 
portioned  for  any  fiscal  year  shall  be  made  upon  condition  that  one-fourth 
of  the  cost  of  any  equipment  financed  under  this  subsection  shall  be  borne 
by  State  or  local  f  unds. 

STATE  DISBURSEMENT  TO  SCHOOLS 

(c)  Funds  apportioned  and  paid  to  any  State  for  the  purpose  of  this 
section  shall  be  disbursed  by  the  State  educational  agency  to  assist  schools, 
which  draw  attendance  from  areas  in  which  poor  economic  conditions 
exist  and  which  have  no,  or  grossly  inadequate,  equipment,  to  conduct  a 
school  food  service  program,  and  to  acquire  such  equipment.  In  the 
selection  of  schools  to  receive  assistance  under  this  section,  the  State 
educational  agency  shall  require  applicant  schools  to  provide  justification 
of  the  need  for  such  assistance  and  the  inability  of  local  tax  sources  to 
finance  the  food  service  equipment  needed.  Disbursements  to  any  school 
may  be  made,  by  advances  or  reimbursements,  only  after  approval  by  the 
State  educational  agency  of  a  request  by  the  school  for  funds,  accompanied 
by  a  detailed  description  of  the  equipment  to  be  acquired  and  the  plans 
for  the  use  thereof  in  effectively  meeting  the  nutritional  needs  of  children 
in  the  school. 

NONPROFIT  PRIVATE  SCHOOLS 

{d)  If  in  any  State  the  State  educational  agency  is  not  permitted  by 
law  to  disburse  the  funds  paid  to  it  under  this  section  to  nonprofit  private 
schools  in  the  State,  the  Secretary  shall  withhold  from  the  funds  appor¬ 
tioned  to  such  State  under  subsection  {b)  an  amount  which  bears  the  same 
ratio  to  such  funds  as  the  number  of  lunches,  consisting  of  a  combination 
of  foods  and  meeting  the  minimum  requirements  prescribed  by  the  Secre¬ 
tary  under  section  9  of  this  Act  served  in  the  preceding  fiscal  year  by  all 
nonprofit  private  schools  participating  in  the  program  under  section  2 
within  the  State,  as  determined  by  the  Secretary,  bears  to  the  participation 
rate  for  the  State.  The  Secretary  shall  disburse  the  funds  so  withheld 
directly  to  the  nonprofit  private  schools  within  such  State  for  the  same 
purposes  and  subject  to  the  same  conditions  as  are  required  of  a  State 
educational  agency  disbursing  funds  made  available  under  this  section. 

PAYMENTS  TO  STATES 

Sec.  15.  The  Secretary  shall  certify  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury 
from  time  to  time  the  amounts  to  be  paid  to  any  State  under  sections  18 
through  16  of  this  Act  and  the  time  or  times  such  amounts  are  to  be  paid; 
and  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  shall  pay  to  the  State  at  the  time  or 
times  fixed  by  the  Secretary  the  amounts  so  certified. 

STATE  ADMINISTRATIVE  EXPENSES 

Sec.  16.  The  Secretary  may  utilize  funds  appropriated  under  this 
section  for  advances  to  each  State  educational  agency  for  use  for  its  admin¬ 
istrative  expenses  in  supervising  and  giving  technical  assistance  to  the 
local  school  districts  in  their  conducting  of  programs  under  this  Act. 
Such  funds  shall  be  advanced  only  in  amounts  and  to  the  extent  deter- 
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mined  necessary  by  the  Secretary  to  assist  such  State  agencies  in  the 
administration  of  additional  activities  undertaken  by  them  under  sections 
11,13,  and  14  of  this  Act.  There  are  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated 
such  sums  as  may  be  necessary  for  the  purposes  of  this  section. 

UTILIZATION  OF  FOODS 

Sec.  17.  Each  school  participating  under  section  13  of  this  Act  shall, 
insofar  as  practicable,  utilize  in  its  program  foods  designated  from  time 
to  time  by  the  Secretary  as  being  in  abundance,  either  nationally  or  in  the 
school  area,  or  foods  donated  by  the  Secretary.  Foods  available  under 
section  416  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949  (63  Stat.  1058),  as  amended, 
or  purchased  under  section  32  of  the  Act  of  August  24,  1935  (49  Stat. 
774),  a*  amended,  or  section  709  of  the  Food  and  Agriculture  Act  of  1965 
(79  Stat.  1212),  may  be  donated  by  the  Secretary  to  schools,  in  accordance 
with  the  needs  as  determined  by  local  school  authorities,  for  utilization  in 
their  feeding  programs  under  this  Act. 

NONPROFIT  PROGRAMS 

Sec.  18.  The  food  and  milk  service  programs  in  schools  and  nonprofit 
institutions  receiving  assistance  under  this  Act  shall  be  conducted  on  a 
nonprofit  basis. 

STATISTICAL  DATA 

Sec.  19.  Data  on  numbers  of  children  of  ages  five  through  seventeen 
and  on  per  capita  income  shall  be  made  available  by  the  Secretary  of  Com¬ 
merce  to  the  Secretary  and,  except  where  otherwise  expressly  stated  in  this 
Act,  shall  be  the  latest  available.  Data  on  the  numbers  of  children,  ages 
five  through  seventeen,  in  families  with  incomes  of  more  than  the  low- 
income  factor  (established  under  title  II  of  Public  Law  874,  Eighty-first 
Congress)  per  annum  from  payments  under  the  program  of  aid  to  families 
with  dependent  children  under  a  State  plan  approved  under  title  TV  of  the 
Social  Security  Act  shall  be  provided  by  the  Department  of  Health,  Ed  uca¬ 
tion,  and  Welfare  on  the  basis  of  the  most  recent  satisfactory  evidence 
available. 

REGULATIONS 

Sec.  20.  The  Secretary  shall  prescribe  such  regulations  as  he  may  deem 
necessary  to  carry  out  this  Act. 

PROHIBITIONS 

Sec.  21.  (a)  In  carrying  out  the  provisions  of  sections  13  and  14  of 
this  Act,  neither  the  Secretary  nor  the  State  shall  impose  any  requirements 
with  respect  to  teaching  personnel,  curriculum,  instruction,  methods  of 
instruction,  and  materials  of  instruction  in  any  nonprofit  institution. 

(b)  The  value  of  assistance  to  children  under  this  Act  shall  not  be 
considered  to  be  income  or  resources  for  any  purpose  under  any  Federal 
or  State  laws  including,  but  not  limited  to,  laws  relating  to  taxation, 
welfare,  and  public  assistance  programs.  Expenditures  of  funds  from 
State  and  local  sources  for  the  maintenance  of  food  programs  for  children 
shall  not  be  diminished  as  a  result  of  funds  received  under  this  Act. 
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PRESCHOOL  PROGRAMS 

Sec.  22.  The  Secretary  may  extend  the  benefits  of  school  feeding 
programs  under  this  Act  to  include  preschool  programs  operated  as  part 
of  the  school  system. 

CENTRALIZATION  OF  ADMINISTRATION 

Sec.  23.  Authority  for  the  conduct  and  supervision  of  Federal  programs 
to  assist  schools  in  providing  food  service  programs  for  children  is  assigned 
to  the  Department  of  Agriculture.  To  the  extent  practicable,  other  Federal 
agencies  administering  programs  under  which  funds  are  to  be  provided  to 
schools  for  such  assistance  shall  transfer  such  funds  to  the  Department 
of  Agriculture  for  distribution  through  the  administrative  channels  and  in 
accordance  with  the  standards  established  under  this  Act.  No  existing 
food  service  program  shall  be  eliminated  or  curtailed,  under  this  section, 
until  the  Department  of  Agriculture  has  instituted  a  comparable  or 
improved  program. 

NO  CHANGE  IN  SCHOOL  LUNCH  PROGRAM 

Sec.  24-  The  Secretary  shall  administer  the  first  twelve  sections  of  this 
Act  to  the  maximum  extent  practicable  in  the  same  manner  as  he  adminis¬ 
tered  those  sections  d  uring  the  fiscal  year  ended  June  30, 1966. 
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AN  ACT 

To  amend  the  National  School  Lunch  Act,  as  amended,  to 
strengthen  and  expand  food  service  programs  for 
children. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  JRepresenta- 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled , 

3  That  the  National  School  Lunch  AeR  as  amended,  is 

4  amended — 

5  -(A-)-  Ry  inserting  in  section  R  before  the  period  at 

6  the  end  thereof  the  following  phrase :  -and  other  than 

7 
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sections  4R  through  4-5  and  section  1-7”. 

-fR)-  Ry  inserting  in  section  R  after  the  word  -‘-Act” 
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it  hast  ocears  the  followings  “-(other  than  sections 
4B  through  1-5  an4  section 

-fGf  By  adding  at  the  end  el  subsection  -(d)-  el 

_  OT'iPPuh  o  A  A-l  ah  fitli  m*  o  i\  n  r* ^  4 1  o  1  i  n  q4-i  f  n  f  i  mi 

j  '  A  v  v  J71/  (t  5v  1 1 UU1  VT  U  1 11  v  1  l  U 1 1  v.  uTiUl  1  ti  l  TI I  i  l  l  t  t  ttiwil 


el  higher  learnings  which  grewhes  lee  the  care  and  train¬ 
ing  el  ehihhen  and  ne  gaet  el  the  net  earnings  el  which  in- 
nrea  te  the  benefits  el  any  private  shareholder  er  individual^ 
-(44)-  By  adding  at  the  end  el  the  Act  the  follow- 

ill  rv  n  ottt  qaaIi  aiiq  * 

TTljr  TltTTW  O  VJ  L  l  rot  1WT 

That  the  National  School  Lunch  Act  is  amended  as  follows: 

(1)  Section  3  of  such  Act  (42  U.S.C.  1752)  is 
amended  by  striking  out  “to  carry  out  the  provisions  of  this 
Act,  other  than  section  IT’  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
“to  carry  out  the  provisions  of  sections  2  through  10  of  this 
Act”. 

( 2)  Section  6  of  such  Act  (42  U.S.C.  1755)  is  amended 
by  striking  out  “for  carrying  out  the  provisions  of  this  Act ” 
and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  “for  carrying  out  the  provisions 
of  sections  2  through  10  of  this  Act” . 

(3)  Subsections  (b)  and  (c)  of  section  11  of  such  Act 
(42  U.S.C.  1759)  are  amended  by  striking  out  “and  Ameri¬ 
can  Samoa”  in  each  such  subsection  and,  inserting  in  lieu 
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thereof  “ American  Samoa,  and  the  Trust  Territory  of  the 
Pacific  Islands” . 

(4)  Section  12(d)  of  such  Act  (42  TJ.S.C.  1760(d)) 
is  amended — 

(A)  by  striking  out  “or  American  Samoa”  in  para¬ 
graph  (1)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  “American 
Samoa,  or  the  Trust  Territory  of  the  Pacific  Islands” ; 
and 

(B)  by  adding  after  paragraph  (7)  the  following 
new  paragraph : 

“(8)  ‘ Nonprofit  institution’  means  any  public  or 
private  institution,  except  a  school  or  other  educational 
institution  of  higher  learning,  which  provides  for  the 
care  and  training  of  children  and  no  part  of  the  net 
earnings  of  which  mures  to  the  benefit  of  any  private 
shareholder  or  individual.” 

(5)  By  adding  at  the  end  of  the  Act  the  following  new 
sections: 

“special  milk  program 
‘  ‘authorization 


4-3-7  -T4h>fo  is 


te  be 


fes  Use  fiscal  yeas  ending  June  34fi  4907-,  uni  4e  execed 
$140,000^0044  lee  Aw  fiscal  yeas  ending  Juno  30j  -4908,-  nel 
4e  exceed  $44rfiJ)Q©^)Q(4j  and  fin?  eaefi  nl  0+e  4we  sueee-eding 
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fiscal  years  net  te  exceed  fldOjOOCfetlOJ,-  to  enable  the  Socre- 
tary  el  Agrieuitarej  under  such  rules  and  regulations  as  be 
may  deem  m  tfee  public  fe-tterestj  to  encourage  consumption  of 
fluid  milk  fey  children  in  the  Limited  Slates  fer  -{4-)-  nonprofit 
schools  el  high  sefeeel  grade  and  nnder7  and  -(d)-  nonprofit 
nursery  seboofeg  child-care  centers,  settlement  feousesy  sum¬ 
mer  eampsj  and  similar  nonprofit  institutions  devoted  to  tfee 
eare  and  training  ol  efeildren-.-  (Eor  tfee  purposes  of  tfeis  see- 
tion  ‘United  States'  means  tfee  fifty  States  and  tfee  District 
of  Columbia?  Tfee  Secretary  sfeall  administer  tfee  special 
mdk  program  provided  for  fey  tfeis  seetion  to  tfee 


in  tfee  same  manner  as  fee  administered 
tfee  special  milk  program  provided  for  fey  Dublin  Law  So- 
4L8  as  amendedj  during  tfee  fiscal  year  ended  done  dtfe  l-fKdh 


“school  breakfast  program 
“authorization 

“Sec.  44  13.  (a)  Tfeere  is  hereby  authorized  to  fee  ap¬ 
propriated  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1967,  not 
to  exceed  $7,500,000;  and  for  tfee  fiscal  year  ending  June 
30,  1968,  not  to  exceed  $10,000,000,  to  enable  tfee  Secre¬ 
tary  to  formulate  and  carry  out  a  pilot  program  to  assist 
States  through  grants-in-aid  and  other  means,  to  initiate, 
maintain,  or  expand  nonprofit  breakfast  programs  either  in 
schools  drawing  attendance  from  areas  in  which  poor  eco¬ 
nomic  conditions  exist  aud  or  in  schools  to  which  a  sub- 


5 


1  stantial  proportion  of  the  children  enrolled  must  travel 

2  long  distances  daily,  or  both. 

3  ^v-^re-BTie-y-MBy-¥  spates 

4  “Apportionment  to  Guam ,  the  Virgin  Islands,  Puerto  Pico, 

5  American  Samoa,  and  the  Trust  Territory  of  the  Pacific 

6  Islands 

7  “(b)  0^  the  funds  appropriated  for  the  purposes  of 

8  this  section  for  any  fiscal  year,  the  Secretary  shall  reserve 

9  3  per  centum  for  apportionment  to  Guam,  the  Virgin  Islands, 

10  Puerto  Pico,  and  American  Samoav  American  Samoa,  and 

11  the  Trust  Territory  of  the  Pacific  Islands.  Such  funds  shall 

12  he  apportioned  among  such  States  on  the  basis  of  the  ratio 

13  of  the  number  of  children  of  ages  five  through  seventeen  in 

14  each  such  State  to  the  number  of  all  children  of  ages  five 

15  through  seventeen  in  all  such  States. 

16  “ Apportionment  to  Other  States 

17  “  (c)  Of  the  remainder  of  the  funds  appropriated,  the 

18  Secretary  shall  for  each  fiscal  year,  (1)  apportion  the  first 

19  $2,500,000  equally  among  the  States,  other  than  Guam, 

20  the  Virgin  Islands,  Puerto  Pico,  and:  American  Samoa 

21  American  Samoa,  and  the  Trust  Territory  of  the  Pacific 

22  Islands,  and  (2)  apportion  the  remainder  among  such  States 

23  on  the  basis  of  the  ratio  of  the  number  of  children  in  each 

24  State  of  ages  five  through  seventeen  in  families  with  incomes 
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of  less  than  $&,000  the  low-income  factor  (determined  under 
title  II  of  Public  Law  874,  Eighty-first  Congress)  per  annum 
plus  the  number  of  children  of  ages  five  through  seventeen 
in  families  with  incomes  of  more  than  such  low- 

income  factor  per  annum  from  payments  under  the  Depart¬ 
ment  ef  Healthy  Edeea4ien7  and  Welfare^  program  of  aid  to 
families  with  dependent  children  under  a  State  plan  approved, 
under  title  IV  of  the  Social  Security  Act  to  the  total  number 
of  such  children  in  the  fifty  States  and  the  District  of 
Columbia, 


“state  disbursement  to  schools 
“(d)  Funds  apportioned  and  paid  to  any  State  for  the 
purpose  of  this  section  shall  be  disbursed  by  the  State  educa¬ 
tional  agency  to  schools  selected  by  the  State  educational 
agency,  to  reimburse  such  schools  for  the  cost  of  obtaining 
agricultural  and  other  foods  for  consumption  by  needy 
children  in  a  breakfast  program  and  for  the  purpose  of  sub¬ 
section  (e) .  Such  food  costs  may  include,  in  addition  to 
the  purchase  price,  the  cost  of  processing,  distributing,  trans¬ 
porting,  storing,  and  handling.  Disbursement  to  schools 
shall  be  made  at  such  rates  per  meal  or  on  such  other  basis 
as  the  Secretary  shall  prescribe.  In  selecting  schools,  the 
State  educational  agency  shall,  to  the  extent  practicable,  give 
first  consideration  to  those  schools  drawing  attendance  from 
areas  in  which  poor  economic  conditions  exist  and  or  to 


c 


C 


those  schools  to  which  a  substantial  proportion  of  the  chil¬ 
dren  enrolled  must  travel  long  distances  daily. 

“ SPECIAL  FINANCIAL  ASSISTANCE  IN  CASES  OF 

SEVERE  NEED 

“(e)  In  circumstances  of  severe  need  where  the  rate 
per  meal  established  by  the  Secretary  is  deemed  by  him  in¬ 
sufficient  to  carry  on  an  effective  breakfast  program  in  a 
school,  the  Secretary  may  authorize  financial  assistance  up 
to  90  per  centum  of  the  operating  costs  of  such  a  program, 
including  cost  of  obtaining,  preparing,  and  serving  food.  In 
the  selection  of  schools  to  receive  assistance  under  this  sec¬ 
tion,  the  State  educational  agency  shall  require  applicant 
schools  to  provide  justification  of  the  need  for  such  assistance. 
“nutritional  and  other  program  requirements 
“(f)  Breakfasts  served  by  schools  participating  in  the 
school  breakfast  program  under  this  section  shall  consist  of  a 
combination  of  foods  and  shall  meet  minimum  nutritional 
requirements  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  on  the  basis  of 
tested  nutritional  research.  Such  breakfasts  shall  be  served 
without  cost  or  at  a  reduced  cost  only  to  children  who  are 
determined  by  local  school  authorities  to  be  unable  to  pay  the 
full  cost  of  the  breakfast.  In  making  such  determinations, 
such  local  authorities  should,  to  the  extent  practicable,  con¬ 
sult  with  public  welfare  and  health  agencies.  No  physical 
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segregation  of  or  other  discrimination  against  any  child  shall 
he  made  by  the  school  because  of  his  inability  to  pay. 
“nonprofit  private  schools 
“(g)  If  in  any  State  the  State  educational  agency  is  not 
permitted  by  law  to  disburse  the  funds  paid  to  it  under  this 
section  to  nonprofit  private  schools,  the  Secretary  shall  with¬ 
hold  from  the  funds  apportioned  to  any  such  State  under 
subsections  (b)  and  (c)  of  this  section  an  amount  based  on 
the  ratio  of  the  number  of  children  enrolled  in  nonprofit 
private  schools  within  the  State  to  the  total  number  of  chil¬ 
dren  enrolled  in  all  schools  within  the  State.  The  Secretarv 
shall  disburse  the  funds  so  withheld  directly  to  the  nonprofit 
private  schools  within  such  State  for  the  same  purposes  and 
subject  to  the  same  conditions  as  are  required  of  a  State 
educational  agency  disbursing  funds  made  available  under 
this  section. 

“nonfood  assistance  program 
“authorization 

“Sec.  4-h  14.  (a)  There  is  hereby  authorized  to  be 
appropriated  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1967,  ami 
for  each  fiscal  year  thereafter  such  sums  as  may  he  necessary 
not  to  exceed  $ 1,2,000,000 ,  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June 
30,  1968,  not  to  exceed  $15,000,000,  for  each  of  the  two 
fiscal  years  ending  June  30,  1969,  and  June  30,  1970,  not 
to  exceed  $18,000,000,  and  for  each  fiscal  year  thereafter 
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such  sums  as  the  Congress  mag  hereafter  authorize ,  to  enable 
the  Secretary  to  formulate  and  carry  out  a  program  to  assist 
the  States  through  grants-in-aid  and  other  means  to  supply 
schools  drawing  attendance  from  areas  in  which  poor  eco¬ 
nomic  conditions  exist  with  faeditiesy  utbtu  than  land  and 
buddings,  equipment  for  the  storage,  preparation,  transpor¬ 
tation,  and  serving  of  food  to  enable  such  schools  to  establish, 
maintain,  and  expand  school  food  service  programs.  Such 
equipment  shall  he  for  use  of  such  schools  principally  in  con¬ 
nection  with  child  feeding  programs  authorized  in  this  Act 
and  in  the  event  the  equipment  is  no  longer  so  used,  that  part 
of  such  equipment  financed  with  Federal  funds,  or  the 
residual  value  thereof ,  shall  revert  to  the  United  States. 
“apportionments  to  states 
“(b)  The  Secretary  shall  apportion  the  funds  appro¬ 
priated  for  the  purposes  of  this  section  among  the  States 
during  each  fiscal  year  on  the  same  basis  as  apportionments 
are  made  under  section  4  of  this  Act  for  supplying  agricul¬ 
tural  and  other  foods,  except  that  apportionment  to  American 
Samoa  for  any  fiscal  year  shall  be  on  the  same  basis  as  the 
apportionment  to  the  other  States.  Payments  to  any  State 
of  funds  apportioned  for  any  fiscal  year  shall  be  made  upon 
condition  that  one-fourth  of  the  cost  of  any  facilities  equip¬ 
ment  financed  under  this  subsection  shall  be  borne  bv  State 
or  local  funds. 

S.  3467 - 2 
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‘‘state  disbursement  to  schools 
“(c)  Funds  apportioned  and  paid  to  any  State  for  the 
purpose  of  this  section  shall  be  disbursed  by  the  State  edu¬ 
cational  agency  to  assist  schools,  which  draw  attendance 
from  areas  in  which  poor  economic  conditions  exist  and 
which  have  no,  or  grossly  inadequate,  facilities  equipment, 
to  conduct  a  school  food  service  program,  and  to  acquire 
such  facilities  equipment.  In  the  selection  of  schools  to  re¬ 
ceive  assistance  under  this  section,  the  State  educational 
agency  shall  require  applicant  schools  to  provide  justification 
of  the  need  for  such  assistance  and  the  inability  of  local  tax 
sources  to  finance  the  food  service  equipment  and  facilities 
needed.  Disbursements  to  any  school  may  he  made,  by 
advances  or  reimbursements,  only  after  approval  by  the 
State  educational  agency  of  a  request  by  the  school  for 
funds,  accompanied  by  a  detailed  description  of  the  facilities 
equipment  to  be  acquired  and  the  plans  for  the  use  thereof 
in  effectively  meeting  the  nutritional  needs  of  children  in 
the  school. 

“nonprofit  private  schools 
“(d)  If  in  any  State  the  State  educational  agency  is  not 
permitted  by  law  to  disburse  the  funds  paid  to  it  under  this 
section  to  nonprofit  private  schools  in  the  State,  the  Secre¬ 
tary  shall  withhold  from  the  funds  apportioned  to  such  State 
under  subsection  (b)  an  amount  which  bears  the  same  ratio 
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to  such  funds  as  the  number  of  lunches,  consisting  of  a 
combination  of  foods  and  meeting  the  minimum  requirements 
prescribed  by  the  Secretary  under  section  9  of  this  Act 
served  in  the  preceding  fiscal  year  by  all  nonprofit  private 
schools  participating  in  the  program  under  section  2  within 
the  State,  as  determined  by  the  Secretary,  hears  to  the  par¬ 
ticipation  rate  for  the  State.  The  Secretary  shall  disburse 
the  funds  so  withheld  directly  to  the  nonprofit  private  schools 
within  such  State  for  the  same  purposes  and  subject  to  the 
same  conditions  as  are  required  of  a  State  educational  agency 
disbursing  funds  made  available  under  this  section. 

“payments  to  states 

“Sec.  4-6  15.  The  Secretary  shall  certify  to  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  the  Treasury  from  time  to  time  the  amounts  to  be 
paid  to  any  State  under  sections  13  through  T7  16  of  this 
Act  and  the  time  or  times  such  amounts  are  to  be  paid ;  and 
the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  shall  pay  to  the  State  at  the 
time  or  times  fixed  by  the  Secretary  the  amounts  so  certified. 
“state  administrative  expenses 
“Sec.  4A  16.  The  Secretary  may  utilize  funds  appro¬ 
priated  under  this  section  for  advances  to  each  State  educa¬ 
tional  agency  for  use  for  its  administrative  expenses  in 
supervising  and  giving  technical  assistance  to  the  local  school 
districts  in  their  conducting  of  programs  under  this  Act. 
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Such  funds  shall  be  advanced  only  in  amounts  and  to  the 
extent  determined  necessary  by  the  Secretary  to  assist  such 
State  agencies  in  the  administration  of  additional  activities 
undertaken  by  them  under  sections  11,  44  13,  and  49  14  of 
this  Act.  There  are  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated 
such  sums  as  may  be  necessary  for  the  purposes  of  this 
section. 

“utilization  of  foods 

“Sec.  48  17.  Each  school  participating  under  section 
44  13  of  this  Act  shall,  insofar  as  practicable,  utilize  in  its 
program  foods  designated  from  time  to  time  by  the  Secre¬ 
tary  as  being  in  abundance,  either  nationally  or  in  the  school 
area,  or  foods  donated  by  the  Secretary.  Eoods  available 
under  section  416  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949  (63  Stat. 
1058) ,  as  amended,  or  purchased  under  section  32  of  the 
Act  of  August  24,  1935  (49  Stat.  774),  as  amended,  or 
section  709  of  the  Food  and  Agriculture  Act  of  1965  (79 
Stat.  1212) ,  may  be  donated  by  the  Secretary  to  schools,  in 
accordance  with  the  needs  as  determined  by  local  school 
authorities,  for  utilization  in  their  feeding  programs  under 
this  Act. 

“nonprofit  programs 

“Sec.  49  18.  The  food  and  milk  service  programs  in 
schools  and  nonprofit  institutions  receiving  assistance  under 
this  Act  shall  be  conducted  on  a  nonprofit  basis. 
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STATISTICAL  DATA 

“Sec.  2*9  19.  Data  oL  numbers  of  children  of  ages  five 
through  seventeen  and  on  per  capita  income  shall  be  made 
available  by  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  to  the  Secretary  and, 
except  where  otherwise  expressly  stated  in  this  Act,  shall  be 
the  latest  available.  Data  on  the  numbers  of  children,  ages 
h  through  -47-  five  through  seventeen,  in  families  with  incomes 
of  more  than  $2y0Q0  the  low-incorne  factor  ( established  under 
title  II  of  Public  Law  874,  Eighty-first  Congress)  per 
annum  from  payments  under  the  Department  of  Health, - 
Edueationy  and  -Welfare’s  program  of  aid  to  families  with 
dependent  children  under  a  State  'plan  approved  under  title 
IV  of  the  Social  Security  Act  shall  be  provided  by  that 
department  the  Department  of  Health,  Education,  and 
Welfare  on  the  basis  of  the  most  recent  satisfactory  evidence 
available. 


“regulations 

“Sec.  ^4t  20.  The  Secretary  shall  prescribe  such  regula¬ 
tions  as  lie  may  deem  necessary  to  carry  out  this  Act. 

“prohibitions 

“Sec.  22  21.  (a)  In  carrying  out  file  provisions  of  sec¬ 
tions  13  through  4h  and  14  of  this  Act,  neither  the  Secretary 
nor  the  State  shall  impose  any  requirements  with  respect  to 
teaching  personnel,  curriculum,  instruction,  methods  of 
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instruction,  and  materials  of  instruction  in  any  nonprofit 
institution. 

“  (b)  The  value  of  assistance  to  children  under  this  Act 

shall  not  be  considered  to  be  income  or  resources  for  anv 

•/ 

purpose  under  any  Federal  or  State  laws  including,  but  not 
limited  to,  laws  relating  to  taxation,  welfare,  and  public 
assistance  programs.  Expenditures  of  funds  from  State  and 
local  sources  for  the  maintenance  of  food  programs  for 
children  shall  not  be  diminished  as  a  result  of  funds  received 
under  this  Act. 

“PEE SCHOOL  PEOGBAMS 

“Sec.  22  22.  The  Secretary  may  extend  the  benefits  of 
school  feeding  programs  under  this  Act  to  include  preschool 
programs  operated  as  part  of  the  school  system. 

“CENTEALIZATION  OF  ADMINISTEATION 

“Sec.  24  23.  Authority  for  the  conduct  and  supervision 
of  Federal  programs  to  assist  schools  in  providing  food  serv¬ 
ice  programs  for  children  is  assigned  to  the  Department  of 
Agriculture.  To  the  extent  practicable,  other  Federal  agen¬ 
cies  administering  programs  under  which  funds  are  to  be 
provided  to  schools  for  such  assistance  shall  transfer  such 
funds  to  the  Department  of  Agriculture  for  distribution 
through  the  administrative  channels  and  in  accordance  with 
the  standards  established  under  this  Act.  No  existing  food 
service  program  shall  he  eliminated  or  curtailed,  under  this 
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section ,  until  the  Department  of  Agriculture  has  instituted  a 
comparable  or  improved  program. 

“no  change  in  school  lunch  program 


act 


Sec.  -25  24.  The  Secretary  shall  administer 


through  42  the  first  twelve  sections  of  this  Act  to  the  maxi¬ 
mum  extent  practicable  in  the  same  manner  as  he  adminis¬ 
tered  those  sections  during  the  fiscal  year  ended  June  30, 


1966. 


>> 


Sec.  2.  There  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated 
for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1967,  not  to  exceed 
$110,000,000 ;  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1968, 
not  to  exceed  $115,000,000 ;  and  for  each  of  the  two  suc¬ 
ceeding  fiscal  years  not  to  exceed  $120,000,000,  to  enable 
the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  under  such  rides  and  regula¬ 
tions  as  he  may  deem  in  the  public  interest,  to  encourage 
consumption  of  fluid  milk  by  children  in  the  United  States 
in  (1 )  nonprofit  schools  of  high  school  grade  and  under, 
and  (2)  nonprofit  nursery  schools,  cliild-care  centers,  settle¬ 
ment  houses,  summer  camps,  and  similar  nonprofit  institu¬ 
tions  devoted  to  the  care  and  training  of  children.  For  the 
purposes  of  this  section  “ United  States'  means  the  fifty  States 
and  the  District  of  Columbia.  The  Secretary  shall  admin¬ 
ister  the  special  milk  program  provided  for  by  this  section 
to  the  maximum  extent  practicable  in  the  same  manner  as 


16 


1  he  administered  the  special  milk  program  provided  for  by 

2  Public  Law  85-478,  as  amended ,  during  the  fiscal  year 

3  ended  June  30,  1966. 

Passed  the  Senate  July  12,  1966. 

Attest:  EMERY  L.  FRAZIER, 

Secretary. 
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Union  Calendar  No.  824 

89th  CONGRESS  Q  r>  j  /tm 
2d  Session  / 

[Report  No.  1802] 


89th  CONGRESS 
2d  Session 


House  Calendar  No.  298 

H.  RES.  990 


[Report  No.  1900] 


IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

August  25, 1966 

Mr.  Madden,  from  the  Committee  on  Rules,  reported  the  following  resolution ; 
which  was  referred  to  the  House  Calendar  and  ordered  to  be  printed 

D019in(  ■  •  ,  v  * 

RESOLUTION 

1  Resolved,  That  upon  the  adoption  of  this  resolution  it 

2  shall  be  in  order  to  move  that  the  House  resolve  itself  into 

3  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State  of  the 

4  Union  for  the  consideration  of  the  bill  (H.R.  13361)  to 

5  establish  a  cooperative  Federal-State  child  nutrition  pro- 

6  gram  under  the  direction  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture. 

7  After  general  debate,  which  shall  be  confined  to  the  hill  and 

8  shall  continue  not  to  exceed  two  hours,  to  he  equally  divided 

9  and  controlled  by  the  chairman  and  ranking  minority  mem- 

10  her  of  the  Committee  on  Agriculture,  the  bill  shall  he  read 

11  for  amendment  under  the  five-minute  rule.  It  shall  be  in 

12  order  to  consider  the  substitute  amendment  recommended 
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by  the  Committee  on  Agriculture  now  in  the  bill  and  such 
substitute  for  the  purpose  of  amendment  shall  be  considered 
under  the  five-minute  rule  as  an  original  bill.  At  the  con¬ 
clusion  of  such  consideration  the  Committee  shall  rise  and 
report  the  bill  to  the  House  with  such  amendments  as  may 
have  been  adopted,  and  any  Member  may  demand  a  sepa¬ 
rate  vote  in  the  House  on  any  of  the  amendments  adopted 
in  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  to  the  bill  or  committee  sub¬ 
stitute.  The  previous  question  shall  be  considered  as  ordered 
on  the  bill  and  amendments  thereto  to  final  passage  without 
intervening  motion  except  one  motion  to  recommit  with  or 
without  instructions.  After  the  passage  of  the  bill  (H.E. 
13361) ,  it  shall  be  in  order  in  the  House  to  move  to  strike 
out  all  after  the  enacting  clause  of  the  Senate  bill  (S.  3467) 
and  to  insert  in  lieu  thereof  the  provisions  contained  in 
H.E.  13361  as  passed  by  the  House. 
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22-64,  Kuchel  amendment,  (submitted  as  a  substitute  for  the  Holland  amendment)// 
whicn\would  have  established  an  escalating  scale  of  minimum  hourly  wages  for 
agricultural  workers  for  the  first  five  years  of  the  bill  and  thereafter  puj 
farm  labor  minimum  wages  on  a  parity  with  industrial  labor  covered  by  the  j6ill. 
pp.  19748X76 

16.  PUBLIC  LAW  480.  Received  a  GAO  report  on  review  of  precautions  taken  t6  protect 

commercial  dollar  sales  of  agricultural  commodities  to  foreign  countries  pur¬ 
chasing  the  same  type  of  commodities  under  Public  Law  480;  to  Government 
Operations  Commrttee.  p.  19661 

17.  VEHICLES.  Received\a  GAO  report  on  potential  reductions  in  cost/ of  automotive 

travel  by  Federal  employees  where  use  of  Government -owned  veh/cles  is  feasible; 
to  Government  Operations  Committee,  p.  19662 

18.  USER  CHARGES.  Received  from  this  Department  a  draft  bill  iLo  provide  for  recov¬ 

ery  of  administrative  costs  of  marketing  orders  and  agreements;  to  Agriculture 
and  Forestry  Committee.  p\  19661 

K  PERSONNEL;  INVASION  OF  PRIVACY  Sen.  Ervin  announced^  the  addition  of  numerous 
cosponsors  to  S.  3703,  to  protect  the  employees  of/the  executive  branch  of  the 
U.  S.  Government  in  the  enjoymerto  of  their  constitutional  rights  and  to  prevent 
unwarranted  invasions  of  their  privacy.  He  als</  spoke  in  favor  of  the  bill  and 
inserted  several  articles  on  the  subject,  pp./  19681-6 


20.  HOUSING.  Sen.  Clark  was  added  as  a  conponsoj 
or  biannual  national  housing  goal.  p.\196®6 

HOUSE 


to  S.  3714,  to  establish  an  annual 


21.  CHILD  NUTRITION.  The  Rules  Committee  reported  a  resolution  for  the  considera¬ 

tion  of  H.  R.  13361,  to  establish  a  cooperative  Federal-State  child  nutrition 
program  under  the  direction  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture,  -p, 

22.  RECREATION.  The  Interior  and  Irtsular  Affairs  Comn^ttee  reported  with  amendment 

S.  936,  to  establish  the  Sleeping  Bear  Dunes  National  Lakeshore,  Mich.,  (H. 
Rept.  1895)  and  H.  R.  8678, /to  establish  the  Pictur\d  Rocks  National  Lakeshore, 
Mich.  (H.  Rept.  1896).  p./l9872 


23.  AUTO  SAFETY.  Conferees  agreed 
vehicle  safety  standar/ls. 


to  file  a  report  on  S.  30( 
p.  D810 


to  establish  motor 


24.  MILITARY  CONSTRUCTION.  Agreed  to  conference  report  on  S.  3l£\5,  the  military 

construction  bill J which  includes  a  provision  to  reimburse  CG£  for  family  hous¬ 
ing.  s.  pp.  19809-. 

25.  DEFENSE  APPROPRIATION  BILL.  Agreed  to  the  conference  report  on  t^Ls  bill,  H.  R, 

15941.  ,  pp.  T9792-809 

26.  MANPOWER.  Ahe  Education  and  Labor  Committee  voted  to  report  (but  didXnot  actual¬ 

ly  report)  H.  R.  16715,  to  amend  the  Manpower  Development  and  Training^Act  of 
1962.  /p.  D808 

27.  CONTRACTORS.  The  Judiciary  Committee  voted  to  report  (but  did  not  actual 1  ^re¬ 

port)  H.  R.  4497,  to  require  certain  contractors  with  the  U.  S.  to  give  an 


affidavit  with  respect  to  payments  of  subcontractors,  p.  D809  / 

28.  RESEARCH;  CONSERVATION.  A  subcommittee  of  the  Merchant  Marine  and  Fisheries7 

Committee  approved  for  full  committee  action  H.  R.  11475,  amended,  to  provide 
for  the  control  or  elimination  of  jellyfish  and  other  such  pests  in  the/coastal 
waters  of  the  U.  S. ,  and  H.  R.  13447,  amended,  to  authorize  the  Secretary  of 
the  Interibr  in  cooperation  with  the  States  to  preserve,  protect,  develop, 
restore,  and  make  accessible  estuarine  areas  of  the  Nation  which  a re  valuable 
for  sport  and  commercial  fishing,  wildlife  conservation,  recreation,  and  scenic 
beauty,  p.  D809  / 

29.  WEIGHTS  AND  MEASURES.  The  "Daily  Digest"  states  that  the  Rule's  Committee  "De¬ 

nied  a  rule"  on  S.  774,  to  authorize  a  study  of  the  practicability  of  the  adop¬ 
tion  by  the  U.  S.  of  the  metric  system  of  weights  and  measures,  p.  809 

30.  LABOR  STANDARDS.  Rep.  Dent  spoke  in  support  of  his  bil'l  to  amend  the  Fair  Labor 

Standards  Act  of  1938  to  establish  procedures  to  relieve  domestic  industries 
and  workers  injured  by  increased  imports  from  low-wage  areas,  p.  19791 

31.  MARKETING.  Rep,  May  expressed  concern  over  the  /nigher  food  and  grocery  prices 

that  would  result  from  enactment^  of  the  packaging  and  labeling  bill  stating 
that  "in  education- -not  legislation--lies  the  answer  to  eliminate  consumer  con¬ 
fusion  in  the  market  place."  pp.  rS(826-7  / 

32.  ACREAGE  ALLOTMENT.  Rep.  Andrews,  N.  Dak/,  criticized  "the  increase  in  wheat 

acreage  allotments  for  next  year,"  and7 Secretary  Freeman's  announcement  that 
next  year  there  will  be  "unlimited  b/r ley\pro duct ion. "  p.  19827 

33.  TRANSPORTATION.  Rep.  Findley  ann/mced  his  support  of  legislation  to  create  a 

Department  of  Transportation  stating  that  it  might,  however,  need  some  correc¬ 
tive  amendments,  p.  19827  /  \ 

Rep.  Schriver  discussed  some  of  the  "faults"  of  the  Department  of  Transpor¬ 
tation  bill.  pp.  19829-30/  \ 

34.  NATIONAL  PARKS.  Rep.  Bc/'and  paid  tribute  to  the  National  Park  Service  on  its 

50th  anniversary,  pp/  19862-3  \ 

35.  WATER  POLLUTION.  R/p.  Don  H.  Clausen  discussed  the  "problems  of  water  pollu¬ 

tion"  and  inserted  the  text  of  his  bill  to  provide  a  tax  incentive  to  industry 
for  the  construction  of  waste  treatment  works,  pp.  19832-36  \ 

36.  INFLATION.  I/p.  Curtis  criticized  the  administration  for  "refusing  to  shoulder 

its  share  oa  the  burden  of  fighting  inflation..."  pp.  19824-5 

Rep.  Harvey,  Ind. ,  inserted  an  article,  "Letting  Inflation  Inflate."  p. 
19825  /  \ 

37.  WATER/RESOURCES.  Rep.  Saylor  criticized  the  handling  of  the  Nation's  water  re¬ 

sources  and  inserted  a  Library  of  Congress  compilation  showing  the  many  agen¬ 
cies  involved  in  dealing  with  water  resources.  pp.  19849-58  \ 
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HIGHLIGHTS:  House  passed/6hild  nutrition  bill.  House  committee  reported  bill  to 
permit  sale  of  grain  storage  facilities.  House  agreed  to  conference  report  on 
foreign  aid  authorization  bill.  Sen.  Proxmire  urged  completionNof  action  on  school 
milk  program. 

SENATE 


1.  CONTAINERS, 
for  contai 


5assed  as  reported  S.  17,  to  repeal  certain  acts  setting 
(ers  for  fruits  and  vegetables,  pp.  20653-4 


standards 


2.  LABELING^  Passed  as  reported  S.  3298,  to  amend  the  Federal  Hazardous  Substances 
LabeLfng  Act  to  ban  hazardous  toys  and  articles  intended  for  children,  and  other 
articles  so  hazardous  as  to  be  dangerous  in  the  household  regardless  of  labeling, 
atm  to  apply  to  unpackaged  articles  intended  for  household  use.  pp.  20654-9 
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TARIFFS.  Passed  without  amendment  H.  R.  12328,  to  extend  for  three  years  the 
luty-free  treatment  of  certain  extracts  suitable  for  tanning  (p.  20650);  ajtfd 
pA^ssed  without  amendment  H.  R.  12461,  to  continue  until  Sept.  5,  1969,  tl 
suspension  of  duty  on  certain  istle  (pp.  20650-1)#  These  Dills  will  npir  be 

sentVto  the  President. 

4.  TRAFFIC^ SAFETY.  Agreed  to  the  conference  report  on  S.  3052,  to  provide  for  a 

coordinated  national  safety  program  through  financial  assistance  to/the  States 
to  accelerate  traffic  safety  programs.  This  bill  will  now  be  sen y  to  the 
President A  PP.  20701,  20668 

5.  GUAM.  Passe dvhlthout  amendment  S.  2979,  to  extend  coverage  of/the  State  Tech¬ 

nical  ServicesNAct  of  1965  to  the  territory  of  Guam.  p.  20^02 

6.  WATERSHEDS.  Sen.  Randolph  inserted  a  list  of  various  wat^shed  projects 

approved  by  the  Public  Works  Committee,  pp.  20649-50 

7.  WATER  POLLUTION.  Sens\  Randolph  and  Hartke  expressed/concern  about  the  pollu¬ 

tion  of  Lake  Michigan  oaring  dredging  by  the  Corps ^f  Engineers,  pp.  20668, 
20681-2 


8.  RECREATION.  Sen.  Jackson  inserted  President  Johnson's  remarks  at  Burlington, 

Vt.,  praising  the  developmenKof  recreational/facilities  in  the  U.  S.  and 
stating  that  "we  are  winning  oRr  fight  for  conservation. . ."  pp.  20672-3 

9.  SCHOOL  MILK.  Sen.  Proxmire  urged\:he  completion  of  action  on  the  school  milk 

program  before  Congress  adjourns.  \p.  2J3679 

10.  ADJOURNMENT.  Agreed  that  upon  comple^on  of  business  the  Senate  would  adjourn 

until  Fri. ,  at  which  time  the  Senate  adjourn  with  no  transaction  of  business 
until  Tues.,  Sept.  6.  p.  20663 

y  HOUSE 

11.  CHILD  NUTRITION.  Passed  S.  3467,  the  child  nutrition  bill,  with  an  amendment 

to  substitute  the  language  of  a  similar  bill,  H.  R.  13361  which  was  passed 
earlier  with  amendments.  H.  R.  13361  was  tabled  (pp.  20734-54).  An  amend¬ 
ment  by  Rep.  Findley  to  omit  the  breakfast  program  was  rejected  52-95  (pp. 
20751-3).  For  provisions  of  this  bill  see  Digest  11 


Rep.  Gongalez 
child  feeding  promi 


essed  the  "need  for  central izatr^n  of  administration  of 
ms."  mo.20789-90 


12.  DEMONSTRATION  CITIES.  The  Banking  and  Currency  Committee  Reported  with  amend¬ 
ment  S.  3708,  Jthe  demonstration  cities  and  metropolitan  development  bill  (H. 
Rept.  1931). /p.  20805 

RECLAMATION^  Received  the  conference  report  on  S.  254,  to  authorize  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  the  Interior  to  construct,  operate,  and  maintain  the  Tualatin  Federal 
reclamation  project,  Oreg.  (H.  Rept.  1932).  p.  20715 

FOREIGN  CURRENCIES.  The  Ways  and  Means  Committee  reported  S.  801,  to\improve 
the  balance  of  payments  position  of  the  United  States  by  permitting  the  use 
reserved  foreign  curr&ncies  in  lieu  of  dollars  for  current  expenditures 
/(H.  Rept.  1954).  p.  20805 


'September  1,  1966 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  HOUSE 


20733 


committee  amendments  were 
agreed  to. 

Mr.  FASCELL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
that  the'Committee  do  now  rise  and  re¬ 
port  the  Toill  back  to  the  House  with 
sundry  amendments,  with  the  recom¬ 
mendation  mat  the  amendments  be 
agreed  to  and\jiat  the  bill,  as  amended, 
do  pass. 

The  motion  wa^agreed  to. 

Accordingly,  the'Committee  rose;  and 
the  Speaker  havingVesumed  the  chair, 
the  gentleman  frorrh  Montana  [Mr. 
Olsen],  Chairman  of\the  Committee 
of  the  Whole  House  Vi  the  State 
of  the  Union,  reported  tnSt  that  Com¬ 
mittee  having  had  undeN  considera¬ 
tion  the  bill,  H.R.  15098,  to  amend  Pub¬ 
lic  Law  89-284  relating  to  parojcipation 
of  the  United  States  in  the  HemisFair 
1968  Exposition  to  be  held  in  Sah  An¬ 
tonio,  Tex.,  in  1968,  and  for  other  Pur¬ 
poses,  pursuant  to  House  Resolution  9^9, 
he  reported  the  bill  back  to  the  Hoi: 
with  sundry  amendments  adopted  by  the 
Committee  of  the  Whole. 

The  SPEAKER.  Under  the  rule,  the 
previous  question  is  ordered. 

Is  a  separate  vote  demanded  on  any 
amendment?  If  not,  the  Chair  will  put 
them  en  bloc. 

The  amendments  were  agreed  to. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
the  engrossment  and  third  reading  of  the 
bill. 

The  bill  was  ordered  to  be  engrossed 
and  read  a  third  time  and  was  read  the 
third  time. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
the  passage  of  the  bill. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  offer  a 
motion  to  recommit. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  the  gentleman  op¬ 
posed  to  the  bill? 

Mr.  GROSS.  I  am,  Mr.  Speaker. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  Clerk  will  report 
the  motion  to  recommit. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Mr.  Gross  moves  to  recommit  the  hill,  H.R. 
15098,  to  the  House  Committee  on  Foreign 
Affairs. 

The  SPEAKER.  Without  objection, 
the  previous  question  is  ordered. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  the 
Speaker  announced  that  the  nays  ap-/ 
peared  to  have  it. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  objecl/to 
the  vote  on  the  ground  that  a  quorum  is 
not  present  and  make  the  point  ofmrder 
that  a  quorum  is  not  present. 

The  SPEAKER.  Evidently,  /  quorum 
is  not  present. 

The  doorkeeper  will  clos^  the  doors, 
the  Sergeant  at  Arms  will/notify  absent 
Members  and  the  Clerk  svill  call  the  roll. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  there 
were — yeas  147,  nay§484,  not  voting  101, 
as  follows; 

[Ro^/No.  262] 
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Andrew^ 
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Berry 
Betts 
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Bow 
Bray 
Brock 
Broomfield 
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Broyhill,  N.C. 


Broyhill,  Va. 

Buchanan 

Byrnes,  Wis. 

Cahill 

Callan 

Cameron 

Cederberg 

Chamberlain 

Chelf 

Clancy 

Clausen, 

Don  H. 


Clawson,  Del 

Cleveland 

Collier 

Conable 

Conte 

Cramer 

Culver 

Curtin 

Curtis 

Dague 

Davis,  Wis. 

Devine 

Dickinson 

Dole 

Duncan,  Oreg. 


Hansen,  Idaho 

Hansen,  Iowa 

Harsha 

Harvey,  Mich. 

Henderson 

Hosmer 

Hutchinson 

Irwin 

Jarman 

Joelson 

Johnson,  Pa. 

Jonas 

Keith 
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Kunkel 


Duncan,  Tenn.  Laird 


Dwyer 
Edwards,  Ala. 
Ellsworth 
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Evans,  Colo. 
Findley 
Fino 
Foley 


Langen 

Latta 

Lennon 

Lipscomb 

McCarthy 

McCulloch 

McDade 

MacGregor 


Ford,  Gerald  R.  Mailliard 
Fountain  Marsh 

Gathings 
Goodell 
Grabowski 
Green,  Oreg. 

Grider 


Griffiths 
Gross 
Jrover 
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Hall 
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Albert 
Anderson, 

Tenn. 

Annunzio 
Aspinall 
Bandstra 
Barrett 
Beckworth 
Bennett 
Bingham 
Blatnik 
Boland 
Brademas 
Brooks 
Brown,  Calif. 

Burke 
Burleson 
Burton,  Calif. y 
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Cabell 
Carey 
Casey 
Clark 
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Colqaer 
Conyers 
oley 
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Daniels 
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Dent 
Denton 
Derwinski 
Diggs 
Dingell 
Donohue 
Dorn 
Dow 
Dowdy 
Downing 
Dulski 
Dyal 
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Martin,  Mass. 

Martin,  Nebr. 
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Moore 
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Morton 
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Gilbert 

Gonzalez 

Gray 
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Skubitz 

Smith,  Calif. 

Smith,  N.Y. 

Springer 

Stafford 

Stalbaum 

Stanton 

Stratton 

Talcott 

Taylor 

Thomson,  Wis. 
Todd 
Tuck 
Vivian 
Watson 
Whitener 
Whitten 
Widnall 
Wilson,  Bob 
Wolff 
Wydler 
Younger 


Patten 
Pelly 
Pepr^r 
Perkins 
PMlbin 
icicle 
?oage 
Pool 
Powell 
Price 
Pucinski 
Purcell 
Race 
Randall 
Redlin 
vResnick 
Jeuss 
jodes,  Pa. 
Rivers,  Alaska 
Roberts 
Rodir 

Rogers\Fla. 
Ronan 
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Ford, 

William  D. 
Fraser 
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Minish 
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Moss 
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Murphy,  N.Y. 
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Nix 
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O’Hara,  Mich. 
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Ottinger 
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Rivers,  S.C. 

Ashmore 

Herlong 

Rogers,  Colo. 

Baring 

Horton 

Rogers,  Tex. 

Battin 

Ichord 

Rosenthal 

Bell 

Jones,  Mo. 

Satterfield 

Boggs 

Jones,  N.C. 

Saylor 

Bolling 

Karth 

Schmidhauser 

Burton,  Utah 

Keogh 

Stott 

Callaway 

King,  N.Y. 

/Senner 

Carter 

Krebs’ 

Sickles 

Celler 

Landrum 

Stephens 

Cohelan 

Long,  La.  , 

Sweeney 

Corbett 

Long,  Md. 

Teague,  Calif. 

Corman 

McClory/ 

Thomas 

Cunningham 

McEwen 

Thompson,  N.J. 

Davis’,  Ga. 

McMillan 

Thompson,  Tex. 

Dawson 

Macdonald 

Toll 

Edmondson 

Mackay 

Tuten 

Edwards,  La. 

Mackie 

Ullman 

Evins,  Tenn. 

Madden 

Utt 

Fisher  / 

Martin,  Ala. 

Van  Deerlin 

Flynt  / 

Mink 

Walker,  Miss. 

Friedel  / 

Moeller 

Watkins 

Fulton,  Pa. 

Morrison 

Watts 

Fulton,  rJ?enn. 

Mosher 

Whalley 

Gallagher 

Murphy,  HI. 

White,  Idaho 

Garmsftz 

Murray 

Williams 

Gettys 

O’Brien 

Willis 

Gilligan 

O’Konski 

Wilson, 

Hagan,  Ga. 

Olson,  Minn. 

Charles  H. 

^Halleck 

O’Neal,  Ga. 

Wyatt 

'Hansen,  Wash. 

O’Neill,  Mass. 

Zablocki 

So  the  motion  to  recommit  was  re- 

jected. 

The  Clerk 

announced 

the  following 

/ 


Rooney,  Pa. ' 
Rostenkowskf 
Roush 
Roybal 
Ryan 
St  Germain 
St.  Onge 
Scheuer 
Schisler 
Secrest 
Selden 
Shipley 
Sikes 
Sisk 
Slack 

Smith,  Iowa 
Smith,  Va. 
Staggers 
Steed 

Stubblefield 

Sullivan 

Teague,  Tex. 

Tenzer 

Trimble 

Tunney 

Tupper 

Udall 

Vanik 

Vigorito 

Waggonner 

Waldle 

Walker,  N.  Mex. 

Weltner 

White,  Tex. 

Wright 

Yates 

Young 


pairs: 

On  this  vote : 

Mr.  Scott  for,  with  Mr.  Hebert  against.. 

Mr.  Jones  of  North  Carolina  for,  with  Mr. 
O’Neill  of  Massachusetts  against. 

Mr.  Battin  for,  with  Mr.  Keogh  against. 

Mr.  King  of  New  York  for,  -with  Mr.  Ad- 
dabbo  against. 

Mr.  Utt  for,  with  Mrs.  Thomas  against. 

Mr.  Satterfield  for,  with  Mr.  Fisher 
against. 

Mr.  Teague  of  California  for,  with  Mr. 
Zablocki  against. 

Mr.  Burton  of  Utah  for,  with  Mr.  Thomp¬ 
son  of  Texas  against. 

Mi.  McEwen  for,  with  Mr.  Krebs  against. 

Mr.  Cunningham  for,  with  Mr.  Macdonald 
against. 

Mr.  Reinecke  for,  with  Mrs.  Mink  against. 

Mr.  Carter  for,  with  Mr.  Edmondson 
against. 

Mr.  Harvey  of  Indiana  for,  with  Mr.  Evins 
of  Tennessee  against. 

Mr.  Saylor  for,  with  Mr.  Fulton  of  Ten¬ 
nessee  against. 

Mr.  McClory  for,  with  Mr.  Garmatz  against. 
Mr.  Horton  for,  with  Mr.  Friedel  against. 

Ir.  Fulton  of  Pennsylvania  for,  with  Mr. 
Gi'Hjgan  against. 

Corbett  for,  with  Mr.  Celler  against. 
Mr.\Mosher  for,  with  Mr.  Murphy  of  Illi¬ 
nois  against. 

Mr.  Oiponski  for,  with  Mr.  Gallagher 
against. 

Mr.  WhaUey  for,  with  Mrs.  Hansen  of 
Washington  against. 

Mr.  Wyatt  fbr,  with  Mr.  Cohelan  against. 

Mr.  Watkins  far,  with  Mr.  Corman  against. 

Mr.  Bell  for,  wkh  Mr.  Madden  against. 

Mr.  Walker  of  Mississippi  for,  with  Mr. 
Van  Deerlin  against. 

Mr.  Schmidhauser  \or,  with  Mr.  Boggs 
against. 

Until  further  notice : 

Mr.  Abbitt  with  Mr.  Long  of  Louisiana 

Mr.  Davis  of  Georgia  with  Callaway. 

Mr.  McMillan  wdth  Mr.  Mackie 

Mr.  Dawson  with  Mr.  Charles  H.  Wilson 

Mr.  Willis  wdth  Mr.  Ichord. 

Mr.  Landrum  with  Mr.  AbemetP 

Mr.  Rivers  of  South  Carolina 
Flynt. 

Mr.  Ullman  with  Mr.  Baring. 

Mr.  Sickles  with  Mr.  Edwards  of  Louisia^  i. 

Mr.  Rogers  of  Texas  with  Mr.  Ashmore.'' 
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Mr.  Hays  with  Mr.  Gettys. 

Mr.' Hagan  of  Georgia  with  Mr.  Herlong. 

Mr.  liqng  of  Indiana  with  Mr.  Mackay. 

Mr.  Moeller  with  Mr.  Morrison. 

Mr.  Olsfcp  of  Minnesota  with  Mr.  Rees. 

Mr.  O’NeKl  of  Georgia  with  Mr.  Williams. 

Mr.  WhiteXof  Idaho  with  Mr.  Halleek. 

Mr.  Stephen^  with  Mr.  Watts. 

Mr.  Thompson  of  New  Jersey  with  Mr. 
Sweeney. 

Mr.  Rostenkows^  with  Mr.  Rogers  of  Col¬ 
orado. 

Mr.  Ullman  with  MkTuten. 

Mr.  Senner  with  Mr.Voll. 

Mr.  Murray  with  Mr.NMartin  of  Alabama. 

Mr.  STUBBLEFIEL19  changed  his 
vote  from  “yea”  to  “nay. 

Mr.  FINDLEY,  Mr.  LANGEN,  Mr. 
CURTIS,  and  Mr.  STAFFORD  changed 
their  vote  from  “yea”  to  “naV” 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  announced 
as  above  recorded. 

The  doors  were  opened. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  fg  on 
the  passage  of  the  bill. 

So  the  bill  was  passed. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  of 
the  table. 


CHILD  NUTRITION  ACT  OR  1966 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Virginia.  Mr.  Speaker, 
by  direction  of  the  Committee  on  Rules, 
I  call  up  House  Resolution  990,  and  ask 
for  its  immediate  consideration. 

The  Clerk  read  the  resolution,  as  fol¬ 
lows  : 

H.  Res.  990 

Resolved,  That  upon  the  adoption  of  this 
resolution  it  shall  be  in  order  to  move  that 
the  House  resolve  itself  into  the  Committee 
of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State  of  the 
Union  for  the  consideration  of  the  bill  (H.R. 
13361)  to  establish  a  cooperative  Federal- 
State  child  nutrition  program  under  the  di¬ 
rection  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture. 
After  general  debate,  which  shall  be  confined 
to  the  bill  and  shall  continue  not  to  exceed 
two  hours,  to  be  equally  divided  and  con¬ 
trolled  by  the  chairman  and  ranking  minor¬ 
ity  member  of  the  Committee  on  Agricul¬ 
ture,  the  bill  shall  be  read  for  amendment 
under  the  five-minute  rule.  It  shall  be  in 
order  to  consider  the  substitute  amendment 
recommended  by  the  Committee  on  Agricul¬ 
ture  now  in  the  bill  and  such  substitute  for 
the  purpose  of  amendment  shall  be  consid¬ 
ered  under  the  five-minute  rule  as  an  origi¬ 
nal  bill.  At  the  conclusion  of  such  con¬ 
sideration  the  Committee  shall  rise  and 
report  the  bill  to  the  House  with  such 
amendments  as  may  have  been  adopted,  and 
any  Member  may  demand  a  separate  vote 
in  the  House  on  any  of  the  amendments 
adopted  in  the  Committee  of  the  Whole 
to  the  bill  or  committee  substitute.  The 
previous  question  shall  be  considered  as  or¬ 
dered  on  the  bill  and  amendments  thereto  to 
final  passage  without  intervening  motion  ex¬ 
cept  one  motion  to  recommit  with  or  with¬ 
out  instructions.  After  the  passage  of  the 
bill  (H.R.  13361),  it  shall  be  in  order  in  the 
House  to  move  to  strike  out  all  after  the 
enacting  clause  of  the  Senate  bill  (S.  3467) 
and  to  insert  in  lieu  thereof  the  provisions 
contained  in  H.  R.  13361  as  passed  by  the 
House. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Virginia.  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  yield  myself  10  minutes,  and  I  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  Tennessee  [Mr. 
Quillen]  30  minutes. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  gentleman  is 
recognized  for  10  minutes. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Virginia.  Mr.  Speaker, 
the  resolution  would  make  in  order  the 


bill  commonly  known  as  the  child  nutri¬ 
tion  bill,  a  bill  usually  called  the  school 
lunch  program  bill. 

The  rule  provides  for  2  hours  of  gen¬ 
eral  debate,  and  at  the  conclusion  of  the 
general  debate  the  bill  shall  be  read  un¬ 
der  the  5 -minute  rule,  and  upon  passage 
of  the  bill  it  shall  be  in  order  to  take  up 
the  Senate  bill  and  insert  the  provisions 
of  the  House  bill  in  lieu  of  the  of  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  the  Senate  bill. 

I  support  the  normal  school  lunch  bill, 
and  I  shall  support  this  bill,  but  I  wish 
to  call  to  the  attention  of  the  House  a 
provision  that  in  my  judgment  should 
not  be  in  this  bill. 

This  bill  provides  not  only  for  the 
lunch  program,  but,  for  the  first  time  in 
the  history  of  this  legislation,  it  under¬ 
takes  to  enlarge  the  program  to  include 
a  breakfast  program. 

They  say  this  is  a  pilot  program.  This 
is  an  extension  of  the  thing  to  see  how  it 
is  going  to  work  to  furnish  breakfast. 
The  amount  involved  is  $17  million  for 
this  foot  in  the  door.  That  is  what  this 
is.  This  is  a  foot  in  the  door,  and  one 
more  contribution  to  the  welfare  state. 

I  know  it  is  not  popular  to  say  this,  but 
at  some  time  or  other  this  country  is  go¬ 
ing  to  have  to  realize  that  there  is  a  limit 
to  what  the  Federal  Government  can  do 
in  the  way  of  turning  this  supposedly 
constitutional  government  into  a  welfare 
state. 

I  do  not  know  any  more  reason  why  we 
should  furnish  the  children  breakfast 
than  that  we  should  furnish  them  sup¬ 
per.  They  say  the  children  cannot  get 
adequate  breakfast  before  they  go  off  to 
school.  Therefore,  they  have  to  go  to 
school  hungry  and  wait  for  the  free 
lunch.  But  is  it  any  worse  for  them  to 
go  to  school  hungry  in  the  morning  than 
it  is  for  them  to  go  to  bed  hungry  at 
night?  What  are  we  going  to  do  about 
supper,  when  that  comes  up  next  year  or 
the  year  after? 

As  I  said  before,  I  know  it  is  not  popu¬ 
lar  to  say  this,  but  I  believe  some  people 
ought  to  speak  out  on  some  of  these 
things  once  in  a  while. 

There  was  considerable  question  this 
year  about  the  lunch  program.  The 
lunch  program  was  not  included  in  the 
budget.  But  the  lunch  program  is  a  pro¬ 
gram  we  have  had  so  long  in  this  coun¬ 
try  that  is  has  become  a  fixed  part  of  the 
school  expenses  and  the  States  have 
learned  to  rely  upon  it  and  depend  on  it. 
It  has  been  useful. 

I  believe  it  has  been  worthwhile  and 
I  believe  it  is  worthwhile  to  continue  it. 
But  when  we  start  in  on  breakfast  and 
then  start  in  on  supper,  then  we  will 
probably  have  to  provide  barracks  so 
the  children  can  sleep  in  the  school  area. 
Then  probably  the  next  step  will  be  as 
they  do  in  Russia,  to  put  the  children  in 
dormitories  and  keep  them  overnight,  so 
they  will  not  have  to  bother  the  parents 
at  night. 

The  parents  will  not  have  to  feed  their 
children.  They  will  not  have  to  be  both¬ 
ered  with  them,  under  this  breakfast 
program,  in  the  morning.  All  they  have 
to  do  is  throw  a  few  clothes  on  the  chil¬ 
dren  and  shoot  them  out  the  door,  and 
then  the  parents  have  the  whole  day 
free. 
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Then  we  will  come  to  supper  and  we 
will  have  to  give  them  supper.  Now, 
when  suppertime  comes,  and  the  parents 
do  not  have  to  get  supper,  the  parents 
can  go  to  the  movies.  They  will  not  even 
have  to  go  home. 

This  is  a  pretty  good  scheme  to  break 
up  what  is  left  of  the  American  home 
and  home  living,  of  parents  taking  care 
of  their  children  and  feeding  them  and 
funishing  them  clothes  and  giving  them 
love  and  affection.  Are  we  coming  to 
the  point  where  we  are  going  to  do  away 
with  all  those  things?  Are  we  coming 
to  the  point  where  we  are  going  to  regi¬ 
ment  the  future  generations  of  this  coun¬ 
try,  just  as  they  do  in  Russia?  I  see 
some  of  my  friends  on  the  Agriculture 
Committee.  Of  all  committees  in  this 
House,  I  am  particularly  surprised  that 
that  committee  should  report  a  bill  that 
is  as  far  to  the  left  as  this  proposal  is. 

When  this  bill  came  before  the  Rules 
Committee,  a  question  was  raised  about 
it.  The  Rules  Committee  held  it  up  for 
a  little  while,  and  individual  members 
of  our  committee  protested  to  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Agriculture,  to  take  out  this 
innovation,  to  not  start  this  new  experi¬ 
mental  program  at  a  time  when  we  have 
such  large  programs  for  domestic  innova¬ 
tions  and  when  we  are  running  into  in¬ 
creasing  expenses  for  the  war  in  Asia. 

I  was  told  that  the  committee  met  on 
this  subject  and  that  there  was  a  very 
close  division  about  whether  to  at  least 
postpone  this  program  until  some  fu¬ 
ture  and  more  appropriate  time,  if  one 
ever  comes.  I  do  not  believe  the  time  will 
ever  come  when  the  Nation  as  such 
should  undertake  the  complete  nursery 
business.  If  it  takes  the  place  of  the 
parents  of  the  children,  we  will  never 
have  a  solid,  sound,  good  citizenship,  if 
we  abandon  the  things  that  have  made 
America,  the  home  and  homelife  and  a 
realization  on  the  part  of  parents  that 
it  is  their  sacred  duty  to  take  care  of 
their  own  children.  Of  course,  when 
they  cannot,  Lord  knows  we  do  have 
plenty  of  programs  to  take  care  of  their 
reasonable  needs. 

I  am  not  complaining  about  the 
amount  of  money  involved  in  this.  I  am 
complaining  about  the  principle — the 
principle  of  having  the  state  raise  the 
children  of  the  Nation  instead  of  having 
them  raised  in  their  homes. 

My  friends,  you  can  do  as  you  please 
about  this  bill.  I  am  going  to  vote  for  it 
whether  you  take  this  out  or  not.  I  be¬ 
lieve  it  ought  to  be  taken  out.  I  hope 
someone  will  offer  an  amendment  to  take 
it  out. 

Mr.  QUILLEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
myself  such  time  as  I  may  consume. 

(Mr.  QUILLEN  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  QUILLEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  as  the 
gentleman  from  Virginia  has  ably  stated, 
House  Resolution  990  permits  the  con¬ 
sideration  of  H.R.  13361,  the  Child  Nu¬ 
trition  Act  of  1966,  under  an  open  rale 
with  2  hours  of  general  debate,  making 
it  in  order  to  consider  the  committee  sub¬ 
stitute  as  an  original  bill  for  purposes  of 
amendment  under  the  5  minute  rale. 
After  passage  of  H.R.  13361,  it  shall  be  in 
order  to  take  from  the  Speaker’s  table 
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Senate  bill  S.  3467  and  strike  out  ail  after 
the  enacting  clause,  inserting  the  pro¬ 
visions  contained  in  H.R.  13361,  as  passed 
by  the  House. 

The  purpose  of  H.R.  13361  is  to  con¬ 
tinue  the  current  special  milk  program 
through  which  milk  at  reduced  prices  is 
made  available  to  children  in  schools, 
camps  and  similar  institutions  for  an  ad¬ 
ditional  3  years,  and  to  add  two  new 
>  child  assistance  programs :  First,  a  school 
.*  breakfast  program  as  a  pilot  project,  to 
'  be  operated  much  the  way  the  current 
school  lunch  program  does;  second,  a 
nonfood  assistance  program  to  assist 
f^those  schools  which  cannot  finance  the 
installation  of  food  preparation  and 
serving  facilities  and  equipment  to  ob¬ 
tain  such  equipment. 

The  authorizations  for  the  milk  pro¬ 
gram  are  $110  million  for  fiscal  1967,  and 
$115  million  for  1968,  and  for  each  of 
the  next  2  years,  $120  million. 

The  pilot  project  for  school  breakfasts 
is  to  run  for  2  years.  Authorizations  for 
it  are  $7,500,000  and  $10  million  respec¬ 
tively. 

Scientific  studies  strongly  indicate  that 
\  the  hungry  child  does  not  learn,  so  all 
r  the  money  spent  on  good  equipment, 
proper  facilities,  and  qualified  teachers 
would  be  wasted  if  the  children  who 
come  to  school  hungry  are  not  helped. 

The  funds  for  this  program  are  to  be 
distributed  to  the  several  States  accord¬ 
ing  to  the  apportionment  formula  cur¬ 
rently  used  to  distribute  school  lunch 
program  funds,  each  State  to  disburse  its 
funds  to  schools  it  selects,  giving  first 
consideration  to  poorer  areas  of  the 
State,  and  to  schools  whose  pupils  must 
travel  long  distances  to  school.  Public 
and  nonprofit  private  schools  are  in¬ 
cluded  under  all  programs  authorized  by 
the  bill. 

The  second  new  program  set  up  under 
the  bill  is  not  a  pilot  project;  it  is  not 
written  as  an  amendment  to  the  School 
Lunch  Act,  but  does  affect  that  pro¬ 
gram.  A  3-year  authorization  is  called 
for  to  provide  nonfood  assistance  to 
schools  which  do  not  have  sufficient 
\  funds  to  set  up  or  expand  their  food 
'  preparation  and  serving  facilities  and 
equipment. 

The  authorizations  are:  for  fiscal 
1967,  $12  million;  for  1968,  $15  million; 
for  1969  and  1970,  $18  million;  and  for 
the  succeeding  years,  such  sums  as  the 
Congress  may  authorize. 

This  program  does  touch  the  jurisdic¬ 
tion  of  the  Committee  on  Education  and 
Labor  as  it  affects  the  School  Lunch  Act. 
Section  13  of  the  bill  also  touches  the 
act  as  it  provides  authority  for  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Agriculture  to  extend  the  bene¬ 
fits  of  all  the  school  food  programs  to 
preschool  programs  operated  as  part  of 
the  school  system. 

There  are  no  minority  views  expressed. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  know  of  no  objection 
to  the  rule,  and  I  urge  the  adoption  of 
the  rule. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  no  further  re¬ 
quests  for  time  and  reserve  the  balance 
of  my  time. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Virginia.  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  move  the  previous  question  on  the 
resolution. 

The  previous  question  was  ordered. 


The  resolution  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move 
that  the  House  resolve  itself  into  the 
Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the 
State  of  the  Union  for  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  (H.R.  13361)  to  establish  a 
cooperative  Federal-State  child  nutri¬ 
tion  program  under  the  direction  of  the 
Department  of  Agriculture. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

IN  THE  COMMITTEE  OF  THE  WHOLE 

Accordingly,  the  House  resolved  itself 
into  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House 
on  the  State  of  the  Union  for  the  con¬ 
sideration  of  the  bill  H.R.  13361  with 
Mr.  Olsen  of  Montana  in  the  chair. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

By  unanimous  consent,  the  first  read¬ 
ing  of  the  bill  was  dispensed  with. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Under  the  rule,  the 
gentleman  from  North  Carolina  [Mr. 
Cooley]  will  be  recognized  for  1  hour 
and  the  gentleman  from  Minnesota  [Mr. 
Quie]  will  be  recognized  for  1  hour.  The 
Chair  now  recognizes  the  gentleman  from 
North  Carolina  [Mr.  Cooley]  . 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
such  time  as  he  may  desire  to  use  to  the 
gentleman  from  California  [Mr.  Hagen] 
the  chairman  of  the  subcommittee  which 
conducted  and  held  the  hearings  on  this 
measure. 

(Mr.  HAGEN  of  California  asked  and 
was  given  permission  to  revise  and  ex¬ 
tend  his  remarks.) 

Mr.  HAGEN  of  California.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man  and  members  of  the  committee,  this 
bill  and  the  program  it  establishes  should 
be  very  noncontroversial  and  I  hope  we 
can  dispense  with  debate  here  in  very 
short  order.  The  thrust  of  this  legis¬ 
lation  is  to  continue  two  existing  pro¬ 
grams  of  child  feeding,  to  add  another 
program  of  child  feeding,  and  to  assist 
school  districts  in  implementing  the  ex¬ 
isting  school  lunch  program  by  helping 
them  with  the  purchase  of  some  of  the 
equipment  needed  to  conduct  a  school 
lunch  program.  We  are  aiming  this 
bill  at  needy  children.  If  we  are  going 
to  relieve  poverty,  I  do  not  think  that 
anyone  can  quarrel  at  all  with  that  pur¬ 
pose,  because  certainly  the  most  dismal 
aspect  of  poverty  is  the  lack  of  food  or 
the  lack  of  necessary  nutritional  require¬ 
ments  in  food  particularly  children  who 
are  not  guilty  of  sin  or  error.  This 
bill  is  designed  to  assist  poor  kids  and  to 
assist  schools  in  assisting  poor  children 
to  get  a  nutritious  and  a  balanced  diet 
at  least  at  noon  and  in  some  districts 
at  breakfast. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  shall  go  through  this 
bill  in  order  to  inform  the  members  of 
the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on 
the  State  of  the  Union  as  to  exactly  what 
it  proposes  to  do. 

Presently,  Mr.  Chairman,  we  have  a 
school  milk  program  which  terminates, 
unless  it  is  further  authorized,  on  June 
30,  1967.  This  Congress  has  already 
appropriated  moneys  for  the  operation 
of  this  program  for  fiscal  year  1967.  We 
are  adding  3  years  to  the  authorization  of 
the  special  school  milk  program  and  have 
set  ceilings  on  the  amounts  that  can 
be  appropriated  during  each  of  those 
3  years. 

For  fiscal  year  1968  the  amount  is  $115 
million.  For  fiscal  year  1969  the  amount 
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is  $120  million.  For  fis.cal  year  1970  the 
amount  is  $120  million. 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  do  not  change  the 
details  of  the  special  school  milk  pro¬ 
gram. 

I  may  say  that  there  are  many  Mem¬ 
bers  in  this  Congress,  from  agricultural 
areas  principally,  who  have  introduced 
separate  legislation  designed  to  extend 
the  school  milk  program  and  much  as 
we  are  extending  it  here.  They,  of 
course,  have  a  vital  interest  in  the  pas¬ 
sage  of  this  legislation. 

Further,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  may  say 
that  by  far  the  greatest  portion  of  the 
expenditure  represented  in  this  bill  is 
attributed  to  the  school  milk  program, 
which  has  been  successfully  in  operation 
for  these  last  several  years. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  second  part  of  the 
bill,  beginning  on  page  32,  entitled  “The 
School  Breakfast  Program,”  is  a  new 
child-feeding  program.  We  have  spe¬ 
cifically  designated  this  as  a  pilot  pro¬ 
gram  and  to  implement  this  program  as 
a  pilot  program,  we  have  limited  its  au¬ 
thorization  to  a  period  of  2  years,  with 
a  total  possible  appropriation  in  1967 
fiscal  year  of  $7.5  million;  and  in  fiscal 
year  1968,  $10  million,  for  a  total  of  $17.5 
million  for  this  new  pilot  program. 

Mr.  Chairman,  at  the  end  of  the  first 
year  of  the  operation  of  this  program, 
therefore,  we  shall  be  able  to  look  at  it 
and  decide  whether  in  our  wisdom  it  has 
worked  well.  And  if  it  has  performed 
well,  I  am  confident  that  it  will  be  ex¬ 
tended  and  expanded. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  provisions  of  this 
new  program  are  so  drawn  that  they  are 
targeted  toward  school  areas  which  have 
the  largest  number  of  poor  children, 
children  who  are  least  able,  we  shall  say, 
to  secure  breakfast  at  home  in  areas  such 
as  some  of  the  slum  areas  of  our  cities. 

Mr.  Chairman,  many  of  these  children 
go  to  school  in  the  morning  without  hav¬ 
ing  had  anything  to  eat. 

There  is  ample  testimony  from  educa¬ 
tors  to  the  effect  that  their  educational 
performance  insofar  as  results  are  con¬ 
cerned  with  the  result  that  not  only  does 
the  child  who  is  without  a  breakfast 
suffer  in  his  learning,  but  his  conduct 
reflects  upon  other  children  and  they  too 
suffer  in  their  learning  process. 

Now,  Mr.  Chairman,  we  have  estab¬ 
lished  here  the  terms  as  to  who  is  eligi¬ 
ble  for  this  pilot  breakfast  program 
which  is  based  upon  the  apportionment 
formula  contained  in  the  National  School 
Act. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  apportionment  for¬ 
mula  has  worked  well  for  the  School 
Lunch  Act  and  we  are  confident  that  it 
will  work  equally  well  with  respect  to 
this  breakfast  program  in  apportioning 
among  the  States.  Then  the  State  agen¬ 
cies  will  have  to  designate  needy  schools 
or  schools  where  children  have  to  travel 
long  distances  to  schools  such  as  in  some 
of  our  rural  areas  which  are  included  in 
schools  which  would  be  eligible.  Th’s 
money  will  also  go  into  those  schoc  s 
which  have  large  numbers  of  distressed 
children  because  of  the  poverty  of  their 
parents.  The  bulk  of  the  money  w.d 
probably  be  granted  to  this  last  category 
of  school. 
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Now  in  establishing  this  title  we  also 
have  a  ceiling  on  the  amount  of  Federal 
contributions  to  the  operation  of  any 
breakfast  program. 

Basically,  the  Federal  Government  will 
contribute  the  cost  of  the  food.  But  we 
recognize  that  in  some  instances  a  little 
more  help  will  be  needed  for  individual 
school  districts,  so  that  we  have  provided 
a  special  category  of  school  which  might 
receive  extra  assistance  up  to  80  percent 
of  the  cost  of  that  assistance. 

That  is  the  second  feeding  program  in 
this  bill. 

A  third  one  relates  to  nonfood  assist¬ 
ance,  the  authorization  for  which  ap¬ 
pears  beginning  on  page  34  of  the  bill. 
Presently  it  is  understood  that  there  is 
some  foggy  authority  under  the  present 
School  Lunch  Act  for  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  to  assist  schools  with  pro¬ 
viding  a  means  of  serving  a  lunch.  But 
the  criteria  in  the  law  does  not  direct  it 
into  the  area  of  the  needy  schools  and 
the  Department  feels  they  want  explicit 
authorization  from  the  Congress  with 
some  criteria  that  will  direct  this  non¬ 
food  assistance  money  into  those  schools 
which  really  have  need  for  it. 

Here  again  we  have  created  a  program 
which  will  be  reviewed  by  the  Congress 
at  the  end  of  an  appropriate  period  be¬ 
cause  we  have  established  only  a  4-year 
program. 

The  Senate  has  passed  a  bill  on  this 
subject  and  it  is  totally  open  end  with 
no  explicit  possibility  of  review  by  the 
Congress.  We  have  established  a  4- 
year  program  for  the  nonfood  assistance 
with  a  definite  ceiling  for  each  year. 
Our  funding  for  the  fiscal  year  1967  is 
$12  million;  for  1968  it  is  $15  million; 
for  1969  it  is  $18  million  and  for  1970 
it  is  $18  million — for  a  total  of  $63 
million. 

These  grants -in- aid  will  be  made  to 
the  States  to  assist  the  schools  which 
can  prove  a  demonstrated  inability  to 
provide  their  own  food  serving  facilities 
in  order  that  these  schools  might  par¬ 
ticipate  in  the  school  lunch  program. 

It  is  my  understanding  that  there  are 
some  9  million  children  in  the  United 
States  who  presently  are  not  entitled 
to  participate  in  the  school  lunch  pro¬ 
gram  because  their  school  district  does 
not  have  the  necessary  local  resources 
to  provide  kitchen  facilities,  and  so  forth 
that  are  needed  to  conduct  such  a  pro¬ 
gram. 

I  may  say  this  money  cannot  be  spent 
for  land  or  buildings,  merely  the  ac¬ 
couterments  to  go  into  a  kitchen  and 
cafeteria  to  provide  service  of  food  un¬ 
der  the  school  lunch  or  the  school  break¬ 
fast  programs. 

We  have  adopted  the  formula  for  ap¬ 
portionment  among  States  of  this  money 
which  is  the  same  formula  that  is  in  the 
school  lunch  program  and  which  has 
worked  so  well. 

I  may  say  that  these  new  programs 
are  also  available  to  private,  nonprofit 
schools  including  parochial  schools. 
That  has  been  true  and  is  true  presently 
in  the  case  of  the  school  lunch  and  milk 
programs.  So  we  are  adding  nothing 
new  on  the  separation  of  church-state 
issue.  The  aid  is  for  the  child  not  the 
school,  we  have  provided  that  where  a 


private,  nonprofit  school  receives  this 
non-food  assistance  which  essentially  is 
capital  equipment,  that  if  they  cease  to 
use  it  for  the  purposes  of  our  different 
child  feeding  programs,  then  the  title 
thereof  will  revert  to  the  United  States. 

The  next  provision  of  the  bill  which 
you  might  be  interested  in  is  one  that 
will  assist  the  States  to  some  extent  in 
administering  these  new  programs  of 
child  feeding  which  we  are  providing  . 

Schools  around  the  United  States  gen¬ 
erally  have  very  ticklish  financial  prob¬ 
lems,  and  since  we  are  hereby  imposing 
these  new  responsibilities  on  them,  we 
have  provided  for  some  contribution 
from  the  Federal  Government  to  the 
new  responsibilities  we  have  given  to 
them. 

There  is  also  a  provision  in  here  for 
Federal  direction  for  utilization  of  sur¬ 
plus  foods  so  that  we  will  do  something 
about  this  program  of  farm  surpluses  in 
those  areas  where  they  exist  through 
the  medium  of  the  feeding  programs. 

Probably  the  next  significant  provi¬ 
sion  is  section  12  which  provides  for  a 
centralization  of  all  of  the  federally  sup¬ 
ported  food  feeding  programs  in  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

Presently  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
is  the  big  operator  in  this  area  through 
the  school  lunch  program  and  the  school 
milk  program.  But  apparently  there  are 
some  fringe  programs  which  presently  do 
not  come  under  his  jurisdiction.  In  this 
bill  we  provide  that  all  of  them  shall 
come  under  his  jurisdiction. 

Finally,  in  section  13  we  spell  out  the 
fact  that  a  preschool  feeding  program 
operated  by  a  school  district  shall  be 
considered  a  bon  fide  part  of  the  school 
lunch  program,  and  eligible  for  assist¬ 
ance  under  the  Federal  school  lunch  pro¬ 
gram. 

Apparently  there  is  some  present  doubt 
in  the  law  as  to  whether  or  not  a  pre¬ 
school  feeding  program,  say,  a  kinder¬ 
garten  or  prekindergarten  feeding  pro¬ 
gram  conducted  by  a  school,  would  be 
eligible  for  Federal  assistance.  We 
make  their  eligibility  clear  through  this 
section  of  the  bill. 

Gentlemen,  I  believe  that  covers  the 
bill  in  its  entirety.  I  may  say  that  there 
were  almost  no  dissents  on  our  commit¬ 
tee  when  we  approved  it.  I  understand 
there  were  very  few  dissents  on  the  Rules 
Committee  when  they  approved  the  leg¬ 
islation.  The  Senate  passed  a  com¬ 
panion  bill  by  a  76  to  0  vote.  I  am  hope¬ 
ful  that  we  can  pass  this  bill  wtih  a  mini¬ 
mum  of  discussion,  and  send  it  to  the 
Senate  for  acceptance  of  our  version  oi\ 
for  conference. 

Mr.  HARSHA.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HAGEN  of  California.  I  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  Ohio. 

Mr.  HARSHA.  As  I  understand  it, 
there  are  going  to  be  some  pilot  programs 
under  this  legislation. 

Mr.  HAGEN  of  California.  Only  with 
respect  to  the  breakfast  program. 

Mr.  HARSHA.  Can  the  gentleman  tell 
me  where  it  is  anticipated  these  pilot 
programs  will  be  conducted? 

Mr.  HAGEN  of  California.  Under  our 
bill  we  would  allocate  this  money  among 
all  the  States  evenly,  and  also  to  certain 
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possessions  like  Samoa  and  the  Virgin 
Islands.  We  have  a  special  program  for 
them.  Once  the  money  gets  within  a 
State,  the  State  agency  will  approve  the 
particular  schools  that  will  be  eligible, 
on  the  basis  of  economic  need,  for  a  pilot 
breakfast  program.  This  is  a  respon¬ 
sibility  that  would  be  left  to  the  States. 

Mr.  HARSHA.  Then  would  the  gen¬ 
tleman  advise  me  as  to  whether  the  sole 
responsibility  will  rest  in  the  individual 
State,  or  is  this  again  subject  to  the  ap¬ 
proval  of  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture? 

Mr.  HAGEN  of  California.  As  far  as 
identifying  schools,  that  will  be  the  sole 
responsibility  of  the  State  agency  within 
the  criteria  that  are  in  the  bill,  and  we 
spell  out  that  it  shall  be  an  area  of  low 
income,  and  so  forth,  and  an  area  where 
children  have  to  travel  long  distances  in 
order  to  get  to  school.  I  assume  the  Sec¬ 
retary  will  have  regulations  to  more 
clearly  spell  out  the  definition  of  dis¬ 
tressed  pupils  and  a  distressed  school 
district. 

Mr.  HARSHA.  I  thank  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  HALL.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HAGEN  of  California.  I  yield  to 
the  distinguished  gentleman  from  Mis¬ 
souri. 

Mr.  HALL.  I  appreciate  the  gentle¬ 
man’s  long  explanation  on  the  bill.  I 
am  sure  he  is  to  be  complimented  on  the 
hearings  he  has  produced.  I  do  have 
some  reservations  about  the  pilot  pro¬ 
gram,  but  this  is  like  being  against  some¬ 
thing  that  is  sacred.  If  children  are 
really  in  need,  of  course,  most  people  are 
for  it. 

The  question  that  occurred  to  me  is 
based  on  a  lot  of  constituent  making. 
The  gentleman  will  recall,  I  am  sure,  in 
the  original  budget  as  sent  down  by  the 
administration,  the  school  lunch  pro¬ 
gram  and  the  milk  program  were  very 
drastically  cut  back,  and  we  have  taken 
action  here.  The  Committee  on  Appro¬ 
priations  has  already  for  one  of  the  fiscal 
years  restored  that  in  this  body.  Does 
the  authorization  that  is  coming  through 
here  today  under  this  bill  now  under  con¬ 
sideration  have  the  Presidential  bless¬ 
ing,  and  is  it  budgeted? 

Mr.  HAGEN  of  California.  In  answer 
to  the  gentleman’s  question,  I  do  not  be¬ 
lieve  that  the  initial  amounts  of  the 
breakfast  program  and  the  nonfood  as¬ 
sistance  are  presently  budgeted,  but  I  am 
sure  they  would  be  immediately  in  a  sup¬ 
plemental  appropriation  bill  on  the  pas¬ 
sage  of  this  legislation. 

In  further  answer  to  the  gentleman’s 
question,  let  me  say  that  we  conform  to 
the  position  of  the  Congress  with  respect 
to  the  school  milk  program  and  the 
jschool  lunch  program.  There  was  some¬ 
what  of  a  rebellion  against  the  adminis¬ 
tration,  the  gentleman  will  recall,  for  I 
think  he  was  one  of  the  rebels.  We  feel 
that  the  existing  levels  of  the  school  milk 
and  lunch  programs  have  demonstrated 
their  value,  and  this  bill  recognizes  that 
fact,  and,  in  addition,  supports  the  ob¬ 
jective  of  the  administration  in  bringing 
some  new  aid  into  these  extremely  poor 
school  districts. 

Mr.  HALL.  This  is  a  tried  and  true 
program,  the  gentleman,  who  is  a  mem¬ 
ber  of  the  Agriculture  Committee,  would 
agree. 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  HOUSE 


20737 


September  1,  1966 

Incidentally,  I  am  glad  the  Committee 
on  Agriculture  is  bringing  this  bill  to  the 
floor  today  instead  of  some  other  com¬ 
mittee  that  might  have  jurisdictional 
aspirations,  because  surplus  of  food  and 
produce  of  the  land  is  involved  here. 
You  would  agree  with  me  that  this  is  a 
tried  and  true  program,  and  that  it  is  a 
function  of  the  House  of  Representatives 
to  determine  this  and  to  legislate  ac¬ 
cordingly.  That,  as  I  understand,  is 
what  is  being  done. 

Mr.  HAGEN  of  California.  I  appre¬ 
ciate  the  gentleman’s  compliment,  and  I 
say  that  what  he  has  said  is  absolutely 
correct. 

Mr.  FOUNTAIN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HAGEN  of  California.  I  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  North  Carolina. 

Mr.  FOUNTAIN.  As  the  distin¬ 
guished  gentleman  from  California 
knows,  the  Commissioner  on  Education 
and  the  Department  of  Health  have  es¬ 
tablished  certain  guidelines  in  which 
they  insist  upon  a  certain  percentage  of 
integration  before  they  will  approve 
schools  for  medicare  purposes  and 
schools  for  Federal  aid. 

Is  there  any  authority  in  this  legis¬ 
lation,  or  is  it  the  intent  of  the  committee, 
to  authorize  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
to  insist  upon  any  kind  of  desegregation 
or  integration  before  the  children  will  be 
eligible  for  these  programs? 

Mr.  HAGEN  of  California.  In  a  way 
I  am  sorry  the  gentleman  brought  this 
up,  because  there  is  another  gentleman 
of  a  very  opposite  persuasion  who  intends 
to  bring  up  this  issue. 

To  date,  the  position  of  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture  has  been,  according 
to  their  interpretation  of  the  law,  that 
title  VI  of  the  Civil  Rights  Act  does  not 
require  them  to  deny  aid  to  a  school  be¬ 
cause  the  school  is  not  integrated.  That 
is  their  present  position.  Whether  they 
are  interpreting  the  law  correctly  is  a 
matter  for  the  lawyers  to  decide. 

Mr.  FOUNTAIN.  I  would  like,  if  the 
gentleman  will  yield  further,  to  say  that 
I  concur  with  the  point  of  view  expressed 
by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture.  I  also 
feel  the  Commissioner  of  Education  and 
the  Department  of  Health  are  going  be¬ 
yond  the  authority  contained  in  title  VI 
when  they  go  beyond  the  so-called  free¬ 
dom  of  choice  plan,  which  has  been 
adopted  and  has  been  approved  for 
schools  and  hospitals  throughout  the 
country. 

Mr.  HAGEN  of  California.  May  I  fur¬ 
ther  answer  the  question  of  the  gentle¬ 
man?  I  have  here  a  letter  from  Edward 
M.  Shulman,  Acting  General  Counsel  for 
the  Department  of  Agriculture.  In  es¬ 
sence  it  states  the  position  of  the  De¬ 
partment  is  that  if  in  a  given  area  there 
are  two  schools,  one  black  and  one  white, 
we  will  say,  they  cannot  get  any  aid  for 
the  white  school  unless  they  help  the 
black  school,  and  within  a  student  body 
they  cannot  offer  school  lunches  only  to 
the  Caucasian  and  not  to  the  Negro 
children.  But  they  do  not  believe  they 
should  use  the  school  lunch  program  as 
a  lever  to  foi’ce  integration.  There  are 
other  measures  for  that,  and  the  courts 
are  busy  with  that  every  day. 


Mr.  FOUNTAIN.  I  thank  the  gentle¬ 
man  for  his  response.  I  believe  that  is  a 
reasonable  attitude  to  take.  Regardless 
of  whether  schools  are  integrated  or  not 
integrated,  children  who  are  hungry  have 
to  eat.  May  I  suggest  to  the  gentleman 
that  he  put  the  letter  in  the  Record. 

Mr.  HAGEN  of  California.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  will  ask  unanimous  consent  for 
such  insertion. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  I  believe  the  gen¬ 
tleman  will  have  to  take  that  up  in  the 
House. 

Mr.  HAGEN  of  California.  I  am  ad¬ 
vised  I  cannot  make  the  insertion  now. 

Let  me  answer  your  question  further. 
I  am  not  expressing  my  own  opinions  or 
position  or  sentiment.  This  is  a  legal 
interpretation  from  the  Counsel’s  office 
for  the  Department  of  Agriculture. 

Mr.  CALLAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HAGEN  of  California.  I  recog¬ 
nize  the  gentleman  from  Nebraska,  a 
member  of  the  committee. 

Mr.  CALLAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  it  is 
true,  is  it  not,  that  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  and  the  administration  are 
wholeheartedly  supporting  this  break¬ 
fast  program,  and  that  funds  in  the  sup¬ 
plemental  will  be  requested  for  this  pro¬ 
gram? 

Mr.  HAGEN  of  California.  The  gen¬ 
tleman  is  entirely  correct.  This  break¬ 
fast-lunch  program  is  designed  to  reach 
into  those  areas  where  there  are  large 
percentages  of  children  from  poor  fami¬ 
lies  and  as  a  consequence,  generally,  the 
school  districts  in  such  areas  have 
a  very  small  tax  base  for  operating  a 
proper  school  system. 

So  this  breakfast  program  is  designed 
to  go  into  those  areas  of  pockets  of  pov¬ 
erty,  to  see  to  it  that  those  children  who, 
in  large  numbers,  would  probably  not  get 
breakfast  in  the  morning  will  be  able 
to  have  breakfast.  This  has  the  whole¬ 
hearted  support  of  the  administration. 

Mr.  MATSUNAGA.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HAGEN  of  California.  I  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  Hawaii. 

Mr.  MATSUNAGA.  Mr.  Chairman, 
some  concern  has  been  expressed  by  con¬ 
stituents  in  my  home  State, who  are  in¬ 
volved  in  the  school  lunch  program,  that 
this  new  breakfast  program  may  jeop¬ 
ardize  the  school  lunch  program  by 
tending  to  cut  into  and  reduce  the  pres¬ 
ent  school  lunch  program. 

Is  there  any  substance  to  this? 

Mr.  HAGEN  of  California.  In  answer 
to  the  gentleman  let  me  say  that  this  is 
a  legitimate  concern,  which  was  the  sub¬ 
ject  of  concern  in  our  committee.  Ac¬ 
tually,  this  decision  would  have  to  be 
made  basically  by  the  Appropriations 
Committees  of  the  Congress  and  the 
whole  Congress  acting  on  the  position  of 
the  Appropriations  Committees. 

We  contemplate  that  this  will  be  an 
additional  expenditure,  not  a  subtraction 
from  the  expenditure  either  for  the 
school  milk  program  or  for  the  school 
lunch  program. 

Mr.  MATSUNAGA.  Do  I  understand 
the  gentleman  to  say  that  this  program 
will  be  over  and  above  the  present,  exist¬ 
ing  program? 


Mr.  HAGEN  of  California.  That  is 
correct. 

Mr.  MATSUNAGA.  And  will  in  no 
way  jeopardize  the  existing  school  lunch 
program? 

Mr.  HAGEN  of  California.  We  want 
to  make  it  clear  to  the  administration 
that  in  approving  this  breakfast  program 
and  nonfood  assistance  program  we  ex¬ 
pect  the  administration  to  seek  a  neces¬ 
sary  level  of  appropriations  to  properly 
fund  both  the  school  lunch  program  and 
the  school  milk  program. 

Mr.  MATSUNAGA.  And  there  is 
every  likelihood  that  the  administration 
will  do  exactly  that,  because  the  admin¬ 
istration  endorses  this  breakfast  pro¬ 
gram? 

Mr.  HAGEN  of  California.  That  is 
correct.  Congress  already  this  year  has 
worked  its  will  to  rebuff  the  once-stated 
position  of  the  administration  on  this 
issue,  and  will  have  authority  to  do  so 
again. 

Mr.  MATSUNAGA.  I  thank  the  gen¬ 
tleman. 

Mr.  QUIE.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HAGEN  of  California.  I  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  Minnesota. 

Mr.  QUIE.  Along  that  line,  is  it  not 
true  that  the  administration  witnesses 
who  appeared  before  the  committee  indi¬ 
cated  that  the  administration  no  longer 
is  pushing  for  a  cut  in  the  special  school 
milk  program  or  for  a  cut  in  the  school 
lunch  program,  which  was  proposed  at 
the  beginning  of  the  Congress,  but  now 
has  seen  the  wisdom  of  expending  the 
money  the  Appropriations  Committee 
has  put  up? 

Mr.  HAGEN  of  California.  I  thank 
the  gentleman  for  adding  that.  The 
support  Congress  has  given  these  two 
programs  by  its  action  this  year  indi¬ 
cates  their  value.  Probably  this  is  the 
most  direct  application  of  necessary  aid 
to  alleviate  the  problem  of  poverty  in 
this  country. 

Mr.  BELCHER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HAGEN  of  California.  I  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  Oklahoma. 

Mr.  BELCHER.  I  thought  the  Appro¬ 
priations  Committee  already  had  cut  the 
$110  million  down  to  $104  million. 

Mr.  HAGEN  of  California.  In  answer 
to  the  question,  they  have.  We  merely 
set  a  target  goal,  I  say  to  the  gentleman 
from  Oklahoma.  They  did  increase  the 
appropriations  above  what  they  were  last 
year,  and  much  above  what  the  admin¬ 
istration  sought. 

Mr.  BELCHER.  Then  the  $6  million 
which  was  cut  below  the  authorization, 
the  gentleman  does  not  believe  was  done 
in  contemplation  of  the  fact  that  they 
were  going  to  have  to  appropriate  addi¬ 
tional  funds  for  the  other  parts  of  this 
bill  that  have  not  been  programed  here¬ 
tofore;  is  that  correct? 

Mr.  HAGEN  of  California.  I  have  no 
knowledge  of  that  fact;  no. 

Mr.  STALBAUM.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HAGEN  of  California.  I  yielc  to 
the  gentleman  from  Wisconsin. 

Mr.  STALBAUM.  Is  it  not  true  that 
last  year  the  administration  asked  for 
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$110  million  for  the  school  milk  program 
and  it  was  cut  to  $103  million,  without 
any  contemplation  of  a  program  of  this 
type  at  that  time,  which  would  indicate 
that  there  is  no  significance  as  between 
the  present  cut  and  the  contemplation 
of  a  new  program. 

Mr.  HAGEN  of  California.  I  would 
agree  that  is  a  sound  conclusion. 

Mr.  STALBAUM.  I  should  like  to  pur¬ 
sue  the  school  milk  matter  further  with 
the  chairman  of  the  subcommittee,  but 
first  I  want  to  commend  the  gentleman 
from  California  for  the  excellent  job  he 
has  done,  in  my  opinion,  in  this  draft  of 
this  bill.  I  realize  it  is  considerably  dif¬ 
ferent  from  the  Senate  version,  partic¬ 
ularly  as  to  the  allocation  of  funds  and 
some  other  features.  Having  sat  on  that 
subcommittee,  I  feel  the  gentleman  has 
come  up  with  an  outstanding  draft,  and 
I  hope  that  most  of  it  will  be  adopted 
by  the  two  Houses  in  the  final  conference 
version. 

I  should  like  to  pursue,  very  briefly, 
the  school  milk  program. 

Mr.  HAGEN  of  California.  If  I  may 
interrupt  the  gentleman  at  that  point, 
I  thank  him  for  the  compliment.  I  wish 
to  say  that  it  has  been  my  observation 
that  in  the  brief  time  the  gentleman 
from  Wisconsin  has  been  in  the  Congress 
he  has  established  one  of  the  outstand¬ 
ing  records  of  accomplishment  of  which 
I  know.  He  has  been  particularly  ef¬ 
fective  in  the  area  of  dairy  legislation. 

Mr.  STALBAUM.  I  thank  the  gen¬ 
tleman  very  much.  On  the  school  milk 
program,  in  line  with  the  point  made 
briefly  earlier  by  the  gentleman  from 
Minnesota  [Mr.  Quie],  the  original  pro¬ 
posal,  as  I  recall,  called  for  only  some 
$21  million  for  school  milk,  and  included 
therein  a  means  test,  so  that  the  chil¬ 
dren  who  would  get  the  use  of  Federal 
money  would  be  the  ones  who  had  no 
funds  with  which  to  buy  the  milk,  and 
all  the  other  children,  of  course,  would 
have  to  buy  the  milk  at  the  regular 
price. 

I  wanted  to  make  it  clear  by  asking 
the  subcommittee  chairman  handling 
this  debate  this  question:  Is  it  not  true 
that  section  3  as  it  now  appeal’s  in  the 
bill  is  virtually  identical  with  the  ex¬ 
isting  school  milk  program  and  in  fact 
is  word  for  word  the  present  school  milk 
program? 

Mr.  HAGEN  of  California.  That  is 
correct.  And  it  is  clear  with  respect  to 
other  parts  of  this  bill  that  we  do  not 
intend  in  operating  these  programs  that 
a  poor  child  will  be  stigmatized  by  being 
segregated. 

Mr.  STALBAUM.  Was  it  not  the  in¬ 
tent  of  the  subcommittee  and  the  full 
committee  in  the  school  milk  program 
that  we  intended  to  continue  to  operate 
it  in  the  future  fundamentally  the  same 
as  it  has  been  in  the  past?  In  other 
words,  we  recommended  no  changes  in 
the  school  milk  program  in  this  draft 
of  the  bill? 

Mr.  HAGEN  of  California.  That  is 
correct. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  wish  to  read  into  the 
Record  at  this  point  the  history  of  this 
subject  with  regard  to  appropriations 
and  requests  with  respect  to  the  school 
milk  and  the  school  lunch  programs.  In 


fiscal  year  1966  the  Congress  appropri¬ 
ated  $103  million  for  the  school  milk 
program.  The  administration  for  fiscal 
1967  requested  $21  million  or  a  reduction 
of  $82  million.  Congress  completed  its 
action  in  fiscal  1967  and  appropriated 
$104  million  for  this  program,  which  is 
$1  million  more  than  appropriated  by 
the  Congress  for  fiscal  year  1966.  Now, 
with  respect  to  the  school  lunch  pro¬ 
gram — 

Mr.  QUIE.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HAGEN  of  California.  Yes. 

Mr.  QUIE.  In  order  to  bring  the  past 
history  up  to  date,  we  should  also  point 
out  while  Congress  appropriated  in  fiscal 
year  1966  $103  million,  the  administra¬ 
tion  froze  $3  million  of  that  and  spent 
only  $100  million,  evidently  in  antici¬ 
pation  of  the  cutback  and  the  drastic 
cutback  that  they  proposed.  Now,  when 
we  did  appropriate  $104  million  and  the 
President  signed  the  bill,  would  you  not 
expect,  as  I  do,  that  the  administration 
will  use  this  amount  of  money  for  the 
school  milk  program  and  not  again  have 
a  cutback  or  a  freeze  in  funds? 

Mr.  HAGEN  of  California.  In  reply  to 
the  gentleman,  I  do  not  want  to  specu¬ 
late  on  that.  I  hope  they  spend  the 
whole  amount,  but  with  respect  to  the 
school  lunch  program,  to  continue,  for 
fiscal  year  1966,  $157  million  was  appro¬ 
priated  by  the  Congress.  The  adminis¬ 
tration  in  its  budget  request  for  fiscal 
year  1967  asked  for  $138  million  or  a 
reduction  of  $19  million.  Congress  this 
year  in  its  appropriation  appropriated,  as 
I  understand  it,  $165,855,000  plus  $45 
million  transferred  from  section  32  funds 
to  yield  a  total  of  $210,855,000.  So  we 
have  substantially  increased  the  appro¬ 
priation  for  the  school  lunch  program. 

Mr.  KASTENMEIER.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HAGEN  of  California.  I  yield  to 
the  gentleman. 

Mr.  KASTENMEIER.  Mr.  Chairman, 
I  would  like  to  compliment  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  California,  the  chairman  of 
this  subcommittee,  for  reporting  out  this 
bill.  I  think  it  is  an  excellent  one.  How¬ 
ever,  with  relation  to  his  colloquy  with 
the  gentleman  from  North  Carolina  [Mr. 
Fountain],  I  would  like  to  take  vigorous 
exception  to  the  views  expressed  by  Mr. 
Shulman  of  the  Department  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  that  this  program  does  not  come 
under  title  VI  of  the  Civil  Rights  Act  of 
1964.  I  realize  there  may  be  some  differ¬ 
ences  of  opinion  on  this,  but  I  think  that 
the  cold  language  of  the  act  itself  makes 
it  clear  it  does  involve  the  school  lunch 
program  and,  rather,  the  language  Mr. 
Schulman  relies  on  is  merely  language 
expressed  on  the  floor  of  the  other  body 
by  a  Member  of  that  body.  Indeed  this 
program,  like  any  other  program  involv¬ 
ing  the  donation  of  Federal  funds  and 
facilities,  segregated  or  not,  is  under  title 
VI. 

Mr.  HAGEN  cf  California.  My  reply 
to  the  gentleman  would  be  that  I  was  not 
expressing  my  personal  feelings  but 
merely  reading  the  legal  opinion  of  the 
counsel  of  the  Department  of  Agricul¬ 
ture.  I  would  like  to  point  out  to  the 
gentleman  with  respect  to  the  school 
lunch  program  that  the  Federal  Govem- 
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ment  only  contributes  one-fifth  of  the 
cost  on  this  program  on  an  average,  so 
they  are  somewhat  marginally  attractive 
compared  to  certain  other  Federal  pro¬ 
grams  of  grants.  And,  personally,  I 
would  hate  to  see  these  programs  jeop¬ 
ardized  on  the  floor  of  the  House  by 
adopting  an  amendment  which  would 
make  the  bill  untenable  from  the  stand¬ 
point  of  possible  passage  and  which 
would  deprive  children  of  food  otherwise 
through  by  action,  however  ill-conceived 
of  a  local  school  board. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  believe  there  are,  per¬ 
haps,  better  areas  of  imposing  criteria  of 
integration  and  so  forth  than  in  this  area 
of  the  school  milk  program  and  the 
school  lunch  program,  which  reach  to 
the  most  immediate  demands  of  these 
children  of  every  ethnic  background  for 
survival. 

Mr.  KASTENMEIER.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield  further? 

Mr.  HAGEN  of  California.  I  yield  fur¬ 
ther  to  the  gentleman  from  Wisconsin. 

Mr.  KASTENMEIER.  Of  course,  Mr. 
Chairman,  the  gentleman  states  the 
proposition  which  is  true  in  almost  any 
Federal  program  with  reference  to 
schools  in  the  South,  with  reference  to 
hospital  facilities  in  the  South,  and  any 
program  of  this  type  designed  to  be  help¬ 
ful  to  people  generally,  people  who  may 
or  may  not  be  subject  to  segregated  fa¬ 
cilities  and  denial  of  Federal  funds  is  in¬ 
deed  a  great  problem.  But  the  public 
policy  stated  by  the  Congress  was  to 
place  the  onus  upon  the  local  officials  to 
comply  with  desegregation  orders  of  the 
Court  and  to  submit  plans,  consistent 
with  Federal  policy,  in  this  matter. 

Therefore,  it  is  not  our  question,  it  is 
not  a  question  for  the  Congress  as  to 
whether  or  not  we  deny  funds  to  these 
children,  but  it  is  rather  a  question  of 
the  local  officials  in  terms  of  compliance. 
It  is  up  to  them  whether  they  want  to 
comply  and  continue  to  receive  Federal 
funds  under  the  various  Federal  pro¬ 
grams. 

Mr.  HAGEN  of  California.  I  would 
say  to  the  gentleman  from  Wisconsin 
here  that  I  feel  we  have  to  weigh  the 
issue  of  principle  against  humanity,  be¬ 
cause  the  acceptance  of  these  programs 
is  marginal  in  some  of  these  areas  be¬ 
cause  of  the  required  rather  large  local 
contribution.  As  I  have  previously  said,- 
on  the  average  the  Federal  Government 
only  contributes  one-fifth  of  the  cost.^ 
What  an  improper  amendment  might 
well  do  would  be  to  remove  this  program 
out  of  large  areas  of  the  country  where 
it  is  needed  and  the  only  people  who 
would  suffer  would  be  the  schoolchil¬ 
dren. 

Mr.  KASTENMEIER.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield  further? 

Mr.  HAGEN  of  California.  I  do  not 
believe  we  shall  use  this  bill  to  force 
integration  through.  Although  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Agriculture  might  be  presently 
misinterpreting  the  import  of  the  said 
title  VI  in  these  programs.  < 

Mr.  KASTENMEIER.  Mr.  Chairman, 
if  the  gentleman  will  yield  further,  that 
is  the  gentleman’s  personal  opinion.  I 
am  not  here  to  debate  with  the  gentle¬ 
man  about  that.  What  I  am  here  for  is 
to  express  reservations  to  the  legal  opin- 
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ion  to  which  the  gentleman  referred  of 
of  Mr.  Shulman. 

Mr.  HAGEN  of  California.  I  would 
suggest  to  the  gentleman  from  Wisconsin 
that  there  are  probably  ways  and  means 
whereby  this  interpretation  could  be 
tested  in  the  courts  and  I  believe  that  is 
the  route  that  should  be  followed. 

Mr.  KASTENMEIER.  May  I  say  fur¬ 
ther  to  the  gentleman  from  California 
that  I  hope  the  Congress  will  not  go  back 
to  the  days  when  we  had  to  deal  in  every 
piece  of  legislation  with  the  so-called 
Powell  amendment  and  on  the  so-called 
Powell  amendment  basis.  That  is  what 
the  Congress  in  1964  obviously  hoped  to 
accomplish  with  reference  to  each  bill 
passed  dealing  with  civil  rights  to  make 
it  broadly  applicable  to  Federal  pro¬ 
grams,  so  that  the  Congress  would  not 
have  to  deal  with  the  so-called  Powell 
amendment  on  each  and  every  piece  of 
legislation  and  with  reference  to  each 
and  every  program. 

That  is  why  I  do  not  actually  believe 
such  an  amendment  is  necessary  to  this 
program  or  to  any  other  program. 

Mr.  HAGEN  of  California.  I  would 
say  to  the  gentleman  from  Wisconsin 
that  the  gentleman  has  pointed  out  a 
problem  and  I  do  not  believe  it  can  be 
properly  resolved  through  an  amend¬ 
ment  to  this  bill.  I  feel  that  the  proper 
way  in  which  to  proceed,  if  the  school 
lunch  program  is  going  to  be  made  a 
ploy  in  the  integration  struggle,  that 
some  group,  properly  constituted,  should 
bring  a  court  action  and  then  you  will 
be  able  to  resolve  the  problem  not  only 
with  respect  to  this  program  but  with 
respect  to  others. 

Mr.  STALBAUM.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HAGEN  of  California.  I  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  Wisconsin. 

Mr.  STALBAUM.  Is  it  not  true  at  the 
present  time  that  a  considerable  amount 
of  school  lunch  money  is  disbursed  to 
needy  children  in  southern  schools 
which  are  not  yet  completely  integrated, 
and  that  if  we  were  to  accept  this  re¬ 
quirement  of  section  6  in  the  school 
lunch  program  rather  arbitrarily,  in  due 
time  we  would,  in  effect,  deny  a  great 
many  needy  children  access  to  the  school 
lunch  program? 

Mr.  HAGEN  of  California.  I  do  not 
believe  there  is  any  question  of  that. 

And,  Mr.  Chairman,  if  this  were  a 
total  Federal  grant,  the  practical  issue 
might  be  one  thing.  But  when  the 
schools,  locally,  and  the  States,  are  con¬ 
tributing  up  to  four-fifths  of  the  cost  of 
the  program,  one  can  see  that  this  is  a 
program  which  could  be  easily  aban¬ 
doned  in  large  areas  of  the  country. 

Mr.  KASTENMEIER.  Would  the 
gentleman  yield  further? 

Mr.  HAGEN  of  California.  I  yield  to 
the  gentleman. 

Mr.  KASTENMEIER.  It  is  not  a  ques¬ 
tion  of  whether  we  accept  anything  at 
this  point,  it  is  a  question  of  title  VI  of 
the  1964  civil  rights  law  which  is  in  full 
force  and  effect.  It  is  not  a  question  of 
whether  they  want  to  use  it  or  not,  it  does 
apply  to  Federal  programs — at  least  in 
my  opinion  it  applies  to  this  one. 

Mr.  HAGEN  of  California.  I  would 
say  to  the  gentleman  further — and  he 


may  know  more  about  this  than  I  do.  I 
do  not  believe  that  the  counsel  of  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  is  the  final 
arbitrator  on  the  legal  position  of  the 
Federal  Government.  I  would  seek,  if 
I  were  the  gentleman,  an  opinion  from 
the  Attorney  General  on  this  issue.  I  do 
not  know  whether  that  has  been  done  or 
not. 

Mr.  KASTENMEIER.  May  I  say  to 
the  gentleman,  I  just  learned  about  this 
letter  today.  I  intend  to  seek  a  letter 
from  the  Attorney  General  on  this  ques¬ 
tion. 

Mr.  HAGEN  of  California.  I  would 
highly  recommend  it. 

Mr.  KASTENMEIER.  I  thank  the 
gentleman  for  yielding. 

Mr.  HAGEN  of  California.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  yield  to  the  gentleman  from  Iowa 
[Mr.  Smith]. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Iowa.  Mr.  Chairman, 
I  want  to  commend  the  gentleman  for 
his  work  on  this  bill.  I  wish  to  point  out 
further  that  we  are  not  only  talking 
about  poor  children  being  denied  under 
this  kind  of  amendment,  but  we  are  talk¬ 
ing  about  the  children  of  low  income 
families  being  the  ones  who  are  denied 
these  things  because  the  children  of  the 
high  income  families  can  get  their  meals. 
The  children  of  the  low  income  families 
are  denied  this  for  something  that  the 
parents  in  the  higher  income  families 
did.  It  seems  to  me  this  is  a  poor  group 
of  people  to  pick  on  and  to  penalize  for 
this  kind  of  conduct. 

Mr.  HAGEN  of  California.  I  agree 
with  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Iowa.  Mr.  Chairman, 
I  further  wish  to  say  that  I  notice  v/e  are 
moving  on  here  to  a  breakfast  program 
which,  after  20  years  with  the  other 
program,  I  think  is  a  good  thing.  How¬ 
ever,  I  do  want  to  mention  that  there 
are  a  number  of  schools  that  do  not  even 
have  the  lunch  program.  That  includes 
the  one  here  in  the  District  of  Columbia 
that  does  not  have  a  lunch  program. 
We  have  a  lot  of  poor  children  in  this 
District. 

To  those  who  say  that  this  is  just  an¬ 
other  Federal  aid  program,  I  say,  “Cer¬ 
tainly,  it  is  another  Federal  aid  program, 
it  is  a  Federal  aid  to  education  program.” 
What  is  wrong  with  helping  our  children 
get  a  decent  meal?  Because  food  and 
education  are  certainly  interrelated. 
There  is  no  better  place  to  invest  our 
money  than  in  our  children  w7hom  we  will 
be  depending  upon  for  our  leaders  of 
this  country  in  the  future. 

Mr.  HAGEN  of  California.  I  agree 
with  the  gentleman.  If  we  are  going  to 
have  a  Federal  aid  program,  this  is  one 
of  the  best. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Iowa.  I  thank  the 
gentleman. 

Mr.  HAGEN  of  California.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  yield  to  the  gentleman  from  Mis¬ 
souri  [Mr.  Hall], 

Mr.  HALL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  appre¬ 
ciate  the  gentleman  yielding  to  me 
again.  I  have  an  additional  query  for 
information  only. 

I  appreciate  again  the  way  the  gentle¬ 
man  and  his  subcommittee  have  brought 
out  the  various  facets  of  this  plan,  be¬ 
cause  it  is  overt  and  it  is  right  across 
the  table. 


But  I  wonder  if  the  gentleman  and  his 
committee,  in  their  wisdom,  should  not 
become  worried  in  view  of  the  population 
explosion  and  in  view  of  the  extension  of 
this  program,  and  the  decrease  of  the 
surplus  in  our  dairy  products,  that  we 
might  not  reach  a  point  where  there  may 
be  a  declining  surplus  and  with  the  de¬ 
mands  for  this  Federal  subsidy,  this  in¬ 
creasing  amount  of  milk,  for  example, 
might  not  pose  a  problem. 

In  spite  of  all  our  imports  that  we  are 
bringing  in,  which  I  know  our  producing 
fanners  are  not  very  enthusiastic  about, 
that  because  of  all  this  we  might  not  be 
able  to  furnish  all  this  surplus  food. 

For  instance,  in  my  State  we  know 
that  the  number  of  dairy  cows  have  been 
reduced.  We  have  conducted  a  census 
on  this  in  the  last  6  years,  throughout 
the  principal  dairy  counties  in  the  State, 
and  particularly  in  my  home  county. 

It  is  high  time  we  did  more  to  subsi¬ 
dize  these  producers  of  dairy  products, 
in  my  opinion,  as  our  surpluses  decrease 
and  stimulate  them  rather  than  increas¬ 
ing  overseas  imports  into  this  country  of 
dairy  products — and  I  am  thinking  par¬ 
ticularly  of  cheese — than  it  is  that  we 
arrange  with  these  inter-community 
bond  issues  in  competition  with  indus¬ 
trial  procurement.  Because  all  one  needs 
to  do  is  multiply  out  the  cost  of  the  per 
hundredweight  of  manufactured  milk 
and  grade  A  milk  by  the  number  of  cows 
we  are  losing  per  annum.  We  are  losing 
one  of  the  biggest  payrolls — to  say  noth¬ 
ing  of  the  most  nutritious  product  that 
we  can  give  our  children,  the  leaders  of 
tomorrow. 

Now,  does  the  gentleman  think  we  are 
coming  to  the  point  where  these  bar 
graphs  will  cross  and  we  will  have  a  def¬ 
icit  in  these  agricultural  products? 

Mr.  HAGEN  of  California.  I  think 
these  programs  are  extremely  and  the 
gentleman  as  a  physician  is  hi  a  position 
to  be  most  qualified  to  appreciate  their 
value — these  programs  have  proved 
themselves  as  being  more  than  a  surplus 
disposal  program  and  if  we  had  no  sur¬ 
plus  at  all,  I  think  that  these  would  be 
valuable  programs. 

They  started  out  as  farm  surplus  dis¬ 
posal  programs  but  they  are  not  that 
now.  They  have  made  a  major  con¬ 
tribution  to  our  national  health,  I  think 
the  gentleman  will  agree. 

Mr.  HALL.  I  certainly  do  agree  with 
the  gentleman.  I  am  talking  simply 
about  the  question  of  supplies  for  the 
expanding  programs  in  the  future,  in 
view  of  the  decreased  supplies  that  are 
becoming  available  for  our  population. 

I  think  maybe  we  have  a  serious  prob¬ 
lem. 

For  example,  if  the  chairman  will  con¬ 
tinue  to  yield  just  one  moment  further 
for  another  comment  about  the  in¬ 
creased  use  of  our  land. 

By  increasing  use  of  our  land  and  by 
expansion  of  production  by  hydropo:iics, 
chemicals,  fertilizers,  irrigation,  and 
what-not,  we  can  increase  the  yield  of 
our  soil  and,  indeed,  we  can  increase  jur 
dairy  herd  ratings,  and  so  forth.  Bu„  we 
cannot  do  this  to  the  same  degree  that 
we  can  do  it  with  wheat,  corn,  or  feed 
programs,  especially  with  our  popula- 
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tion  of  farmers  decreasing  at  an  alarm¬ 
ing  annual  rate. 

Mr.  HAGEN  of  California.  With  re¬ 
spect  to  your  proposily  to  help  the  dairy¬ 
men,  I  assure  the  gentleman  we  are  go¬ 
ing  to  listen  to  them  in  our  committee. 

Mr.  HALL.  I  thank  the  gentleman. 
I  think  it  is  time,  because  this  is  one  of 
the  greatest,  industries  our  land  has. 

Mr.  RESNICK.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HAGEN  of  California.  I  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  New  York. 

Mr.  RESNICK.  I  am  very  happy  to 
hear  what  our  distinguished  colleague 
from  Missouri  has  had  to  say  about  the 
problems  of  the  dairy  industry.  I  am 
sure  he  will  join  with  us  in  asking  for 
direct  payments  so  we  can  rescue  the 
dairy  industry.  I  speak  of  direct  pay¬ 
ments  to  the  farmers.  I  am  sure  the 
gentleman  will  be  pleased  to  join  us  in 
that. 

Mr.  HARSHA.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HAGEN  of  California.  I  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  Ohio. 

Mr.  HARSHA.  A  while  ago  I  asked  my 
good  friend  from  California  how  some  of 
the  guidelines  that  were  expected  to  be 
enacted  for  the  pilot  programs  for  feed¬ 
ing  children  breakfast  were  going  to  be 
followed.  I  just  want  to  get  the  record 
abundantly  clear  as  to  what  guidelines 
are  going  to  be  followed,  and  what  part 
our  friend  downtown  at  the  Department 
of  Agriculture  is  going  to  have,  and  cer¬ 
tainly  what  schools  are  going  to  receive 
the  benefits  of  these  pilot  programs. 

The  reason  I  bring  up  that  question  is 
that  I  received  a  letter  the  other  day 
from  the  Department  of  Agriculture  ask¬ 
ing  me  if  I  supported  this  legislation,  and 
informing  me  that  there  had  been  five  of 
these  pilot  projects  tried  in  the  State  of 
Ohio.  I  inquired  as  to  where  they  were 
and,  strangely  enough,  all  five  of  them 
are  in  an  area  represented  by  a  Member 
of  the  other  party,  which  I  suppose  is  un¬ 
derstandable,  but  part  of  them  are  in 
Appalachia,  which  is  also  understand¬ 
able,  but  though  I  happen  to  represent 
a  number  of  counties  in  Appalachia,  yet 
none  of  the  schools  in  my  particular  dis¬ 
trict  were  selected  for  this  program. 

But  one  project  appears  in  the  north¬ 
ern  part  of  the  State  in  what  heretofore 
has  been  looked  upon  as  a  reasonably 
prosperous  area.  I  just  wonder  how 
much  we  are  going  to  be  able  to  tie  down 
our  Department  of  Agriculture  on  this 
problem. 

Mr.  HAGEN  of  California.  I  would  say 
that  if  I  were  overly  partisan,  or  sen¬ 
sitive,  you  might  cause  me  to  lose  my 

cool  there. 

« 

In  answer  to  your  question,  each  State 
is  going  to  receive  some  money  under 
this  program,  whether  it  has  a  Republi¬ 
can  Governor  and  two  Republican  Sena¬ 
tors,  and  all  the  Congressmen  are  Re¬ 
publican  or  whether  the  opposite  is  true. 
Each  State  will  get  some  money  under 
this  pilot  program,  and  the  disbursement 
of  that  money  within  the  State  will  be 
determined  by  the  State  educational 
agency.  No  partisanship  will  be  in¬ 
volved  in  this  so  far  as  I  am  concerned. 
I  certainly  hope  there  is  none. 


Mr.  HARSHA.  We  will  not  be  able  to 
slip  by. 

Mr.  HAGEN  of  California.  Not 
according  to  my  understanding. 

Mr.  HARSHA.  Are  there  any  other 
guidelines  or  rides  that  will  be  estab¬ 
lished  to  determine  who  in  the  State 
itself  will  make  the  ultimate  decision  as 
to  what  schools  will  be  the  recipient  of 
this  program? 

Mr.  HAGEN  of  California.  On  page 
33  of  the  bill  the  following  language 
appears: 

In  selecting  schools,  the  State  educational 
agency  shall,  to  the  extent  practicable,  give 
first  consideration  to  those  schools  drawing 
attendance  from  areas  in  which  poor  eco¬ 
nomic  conditions  exist. 

I  may  say  to  the  gentleman  that  one 
of  the  most  able  members  of  our  com¬ 
mittee  is  the  gentleman  from  Minnesota 
[Mr.  Quie],  who  is  a  member  of  your 
party,  and  I  am  certain  that  he  would 
not  permit  us  to  approve  a  program 
which  could  be  used  for  a  partisan 
purpose. 

Mr.  HARSHA.  I  am  sure  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Minnesota  would  endeavor  to 
prohibit  that,  but  lacking  the  number  of 
duckets  on  the  bond  that  are  necessary, 
sometimes  these  get  through  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  gentleman’s  objections,  even 
one  such  as  the  very  able  gentleman  from 
Minnesota. 

But  what  part  is  our  friend  downtown, 
the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  going  to 
play  in  having  control  over  the  schools 
that  are  going  to  participate  in  this  pro¬ 
gram? 

Mr.  HAGEN  of  California.  To  imple¬ 
ment  the  specific  lines  of  the  statute,  I 
suppose  he  is  going  to  have  to  draw  some 
regulations,  but  I  am  sure  he  could  not 
draw  a  regulation  that  would  say  it 
would  go  into  the  area  with  a  Democratic 
Congressman  or  into  an  area  with  a 
Republican  Congressman.  He  is.  going 
to  have  to  draw  guidelines  which  will 
have  universal  application  of  need  with¬ 
out  reference  to  politics.  I  do  not  be¬ 
lieve  the  gentleman  need  have  concern 
about  this. 

Mr.  HARSHA.  Will  it  happen  that  in 
an  area  where  we  have  Republicans,  a 
Republican  area,  we  may  find  the  funds 
are  depleted,  or  are  there  ample  funds 
where  there  is  to  be  a  Member  of  the 
other  party  represented? 

Mr.  HAGEN  of  California.  No.  To 
answer  the  gentleman’s  question,  these 
allocations  are  to  be  made  one  time 
to  the  States  and  then  the  decision  in 
the  State  will  be  made  according  to  the 
State  agency  on  the  criteria  of  need, 
which  will  be  of  general  application. 

Mr.  HARSHA.  Is  the  gentleman’s 
understanding  that  politics  will  not  be 
involved  in  this  program  in  one  way  or 
another? 

Mr.  HAGEN  of  California.  That  is  my 
understanding.  I  hope  politics  are  not 
involved  and  are  not  permitted  by  our 
language. 

Mr.  STALBAUM.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HAGEN  of  California.  I  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  Wisconsin. 

Mr.  STALBAUM.  The  only  power  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  would  have,  on 


the  point  raised  by  the  gentleman  from 
Ohio,  would  be  somewhat  of  a  veto 
power  if  they  do  not  follow  the  criteria. 
There  is  nothing  else  I  can  find  in  the 
language  of  the  law  that  would  give  him 
any  power,  but  only  if  some  State  ad¬ 
ministrator  refused  to  follow  these  basic 
guidelines.  Then  I  am  sure  he  has  some 
power  to  say  the  law  has  not  been  en¬ 
forced.  But  if  they  have  picked  out 
schools  that  are  needy  and'  they  follow 
the  general  criteria  of  the  bill,  then, 
is  it  not  the  understanding  of  the  gen¬ 
tleman  in  the  well,  they  would  have  to 
follow  that? 

Mr.  HAGEN  of  California.  Yes. 
That  is  correct.  He  would  establish  the 
general  criteria  of  need  only. 

Mr.  STALBAUM.  His  only  power 
would  be  if  there  was  blatant  disregard 
of  the  criteria? 

Mr.  HAGEN  of  California.  Yes. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  Minnesota, 
[Mr.  Quie]. 

Mr.  QUIE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  my¬ 
self  such  time  as  I  may  consume. 

(Mr.  QUIE  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 

Mr.  QUIE?  Mr.  Chairman,  the  chair¬ 
man  of  the  subcommittee,  the  gentleman 
from  California  [Mr.  Hagen]  ,  explained 
the  bill  very  well.  I  believe  this  is  a 
good  idea  when  the  chairmen  of  the  sub¬ 
committees  do  explain  bills.  It  does  not 
always  happen  in  this  House. 

I  believe  we  know  by  the  excellent 
statement  of  the  gentleman  from  Cali¬ 
fornia  what  the  bill  will  cover.  I  just 
want  to  let  you  know  how  I  feel,  speaking 
for  myself  on  the  minority  side.  I  sup¬ 
port  this  bill.  I  support  the  special 
school  milk  program  particularly.  I  be¬ 
lieve  this  is  one  of  the  best  programs  we 
have.  Milk  is  nature’s  most  perfect  food 
and  especially  for  children.  From  what 
we  can  determine  from  the  Department 
of  Agriculture  there  is  an  adequate 
amount  authorized  for  the  special  school 
milk  program  for  these  next  4  years.  I 
also  support  the  breakfast  program  as  a 
pilot  program.  The  $7.5  million  for  the 
coming  fiscal  year  is  evidently  more  than 
the  USDA  expects  to  use.  I  understand 
they  expect  to  use  about  $6  million. 
Then  $10  million  will  be  adequate  for  the 
second  year. 

The  breakfast  program  will  then  come 
back  to  the  Committee  on  Agriculture 
for  us  to  look  over  and  determine  whether 
it  would  be  wise  to  extend  it  or  whether 
it  needs  amending. 

It  is  limited  to  two  groups  of  young 
people:  to  those  who  live  in  an  area  of 
poor  economic  conditions  and  to  those 
who  travel  a  long  distance. 

I  believe,  from  the  testimony,  that  we 
have  seen  this  will  fit  into  the  programs 
in  the  schools  pretty  much  the  way  the 
school  lunch  program  has  worked  out 
in  the  past. 

We  are  concerned  about  the  means 
test.  We  are  opposed  to  the  use  of  a 
means  test.  However,  to  date  in  the 
schools  they  have  provided  lunches  either 
at  a  low  cost  to  all  students  or  at  no 
cost  to  poor  students,  but  they  worked  it 
out  in  such  a  way  that  the  students  will 
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not  be  identified  according  to  their 
means. 

The  testimony  before  the  House  from 
the  Department  of  Agriculture  was  that 
the  same  plan  will  be  used  in  these 
breakfast  programs.  The  nonfood  as¬ 
sistance  will  be  used  only  in  the  areas 
where  they  need  some  special  help  in  the 
purchase  of  equipment  in  order  to  op¬ 
erate  a  school  lunch  program. 

About  three-fourths  of  the  children  of 
the  United  States  now  are  served  by  the 
school  lunch  program,  but  other  chil¬ 
dren  come  from  school  districts  which 
cannot  afford  to  operate  one  because 
they  do  not  have  sufficient  equipment 
and  cannot  afford  to  buy  it.  This  will 
enable  them  to  receive  it. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  believe  this  bill  is 
worthy  of  the  support  of  the  House.  I 
believe  that  the  amendments  we  have 
adopted  to  the  Senate  version  make  it  a 
much  stronger  and  effective  bill. 

While  I  had  reservations  about  the 
Senate  version,  I  do  not  have  those  reser¬ 
vations  about  the  House  version. 

The  only  note  of  alarm  I  have  is  the 
understanding  that  a  letter  has  come 
from  the  acting  General  Counsel  of  the 
Department  of  Agriculture,  that  title  VI 
of  the  Civil  Rights  Act  shall  not  apply. 
How  he  ever  construed  this  to  be  the  case 
is  beyond  me.  As  I  understand  it,  title 
VI  of  the  Civil  Rights  Act  will  apply  to 
all  Federal  programs  and  to  all  Federal 
money,  whether  it  be  a  payment  to  a  cot¬ 
ton  farmer  or  to  a  corn  farmer,  or  a  pay¬ 
ment  of  any  kind  to  the  schools.  This 
is  the  way  it  ought  to  be  enforced.  If 
the  purpose  of  the  school  lunch  program 
Is  to  feed  children  and  therefore  title 
IV  of  the  Civil  Rights  Act  does  not  apply 
or  has  been  implied,  then  other  educa¬ 
tional  acts,  like  title  I  of  Public  Law 
89-10  would  not  be  affected  by  title  VI 
of  the  Civil  Rights  Act,  since  the  pur¬ 
pose  there  is  among  other  things,  reme¬ 
dial  education  for  disadvantaged  chil¬ 
dren.  If  it  is  true  that  the  Congress 
does  not  want  the  monies  expended  un¬ 
der  the  school  lunch  program,  the  school 
milk  program,  the  breakfast  program  or 
the  nonfood  assistance  program  accord¬ 
ing  to  title  VI  of  the  Civil  Rights  Act, 
we  ought  to  have  an  amendment  offered 
and  we  ought  to  debate  it,  so  that  the 
people  of  the  country  could  know  that  is 
the  intent  of  the  Congress.  Until  that 
time  no  loopholes  should  be  permitted 
by  administrative  edict. 

Mr.  RYAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  QUIE.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  New  York. 

Mr.  RYAN.  I  agree  completely  with 
the  gentleman.  Title  VI,  in  my  opinion, 
clearly  applies  to  all  Federal  programs, 
including  the  school  lunch  program  and 
the  programs  contemplated  under  this 
bill. 

I  should  like  to  point  out  that  on  De¬ 
cember  2,  1963,  the  Deputy  Attorney 
General  now  the  Attorney  General, 
Nicholas  Katzenbach,  said  in  a  letter  to 
the  chairman  of  the  Judiciary  Commit¬ 
tee,  the  gentleman  from  New  York  [Mr. 
Celler],  that  the  school  lunch  program 
was  included  under  title  VI. 

Mr.  QUIE.  I  thank  the  gentleman. 


Mr.  Chairman,  I  now  yield  such  time 
as  she  may  consume  to  the  gentlewoman 
from  Washington  [Mrs.  MayI. 

Mrs.  MAY.  Mr.  Chairman,  the  hour 
is  late.  I  shall  speak  briefly,  because  our 
excellent  subcommittee  chairman  has 
given  a  complete  and  full  description  of 
this  bill  and  what  is  in  it. 

I  am  in  complete  support  of  the  bill. 

I  should  like  to  point  out  again  that 
when  the  bill  was  submitted  to  us  by  the 
administration  it  would  have  superseded 
the  national  school  lunch  program  and 
the  special  school  milk  program  with 
legislation  which  would  have,  as  our  re¬ 
port  says,  substantially  reduced  the  scope 
of  these  programs  and  concentrated  the 
activities  in  areas  of  economic  distress. 

At  that  time  I  am  sure  all  congres¬ 
sional  offices,  as  was  true  of  mine,  re¬ 
ceived  much  mail  opposing  this  new  ap¬ 
proach  to  our  school  lunch  and  school 
milk  programs  from  not  only  the  people 
in  the  communities  but  also  the  school 
officials. 

I  would  point  out  that  in  their  wisdom 
the  subcommittee,  and  eventually  the 
full  committee,  placed  in  this  bill  a  com¬ 
mittee  amendment  which  struck  out  all 
after  the  enacting  clause  of  the  original 
bill,  H.R.  13361,  and  made  an  entirely 
new  provision  in  lieu  thereof.  The  com¬ 
mittee  amendment  does  not  amend  the 
National  School  Lunch  Act  in  any  re¬ 
spect.  I  want  this  spelled  out  clearly  to 
the  number  of  school  people  throughout 
all  our  States  who  have  been  concerned. 
It  would  permit  the  law  to  operate  in  the 
future  exactly  as  it  has  in  the  past,  at  the 
level  of  appropriations  determined  upon 
by  the  Congress. 

There  have  been  some  remarks  made 
today  about  reservations  on  the  part  of 
several  of  our  fellow  Members  concern¬ 
ing  the  two  new  areas  in  this  program. 
One  involves  the  setting  up  of  a  pilot 
program  on  an  experimental  basis  for 
adding  to  our  school  lunch  program  a 
breakfast  program  in  those  areas  where 
past  experience  has  shown  unusual  needs. 
I  believe  the  chairman  of  our  subcom¬ 
mittee,  the  gentleman  from  California 
[Mr.  Hagen]  was  very  honest  with  us 
when  he  said  that  we  discussed  this  con¬ 
troversial  matter  for  a  number  of  weeks. 

This  is  a  controversial  area  not  be¬ 
cause  we  did  not  think  there  was  a  dem¬ 
onstrated  need,  but  because  we  were  not 
sure  how  this  program  would  apply  or 
how  it  could  best  be  applied.  That  is 
why  the  committee  in  its  wisdom  de¬ 
cided  to  make  this  a  pilot  program.  It 
is  in  order  to  be  sure  that  we  have  good 
answers  to  some  of  the  problems  and 
some  of  the  questions  to  which  we  pres¬ 
ently  have  no  answers.  That  is  why  I 
am  supporting  this  bill,  Mr.  Chairman. 
It  is  because  in  this  area  it  is  merely  a 
question  of  letting  us  see  what  we  can 
do  with  this  problem  and  trying  to  see  if 
we  can  work  out  something  where  we 
know  in  extremely  severely  economically 
disadvantaged  homes  there  are  many 
children  who  go  to  school  without  break¬ 
fast. 

Mr.  Chairman,  In  conclusion  I  would 
like  to  say  at  the  proper  time  I  am  going 
to  offer  an  amendment.  I  might  explain 
that  this  amendment  was  brought  to  my 


attention  just  today.  It  was  not  offered 
in  the  committee,  but  it  was  brought  to 
me  by  the  gentleman  from  Nebraska  [Mr. 
Martin]  .  He  pointed  out  in  this  amend¬ 
ment  that  at  no  time  have  our  overseas 
dependent  schools  been  able  to  partici¬ 
pate  in  our  school  lunch  program.  Here, 
of  course,  we  are  talking  about  170,000 
children,  and  this  is  one  of  the  largest 
school  districts  that  we  could  have, 
bigger  than  most  in  the  entire  United 
States  of  America.  My  amendment,  Mr. 
Chairman,  will  make  it  possible  for  the 
Department  of  Defense,  after  consulting 
with  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  and 
the  administrators  of  the  National  School 
Lunch  Act  to  try  to  set  up  a  program 
for  our  American  children  who  as  chil¬ 
dren  of  our  overseas  personnel  are  at¬ 
tending  schools  run  by  our  Department 
of  Defense  so  that  they,  too,  may  par¬ 
ticipate  in  this  luncheon  program. 

Mr.  Chairman,  there  are  a  great  many 
families  in  this  group  who  are  of  low  in¬ 
come.  They  have  a  number  of  children, 
but  the  schools  that  we  provide  in  the 
Department  of  Defense  for  this  purpose 
have  not  been  able  to  let  them  have  the 
same  advantages  as  the  children  here 
in  the  United  States  do  in  participating 
in  school  lunches. 

Mr.  HAGEN  of  California.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  will  the  gentlewoman  yield? 

Mrs.  MAY.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  HAGEN  of  California.  I  dis¬ 
cussed  this  amendment  with  you  and 
with  the  gentleman  from  Nebraska  [Mr. 
Martin],  and  personally  I  have  no  ob¬ 
jection  to  your  amndment. 

Mrs.  MAY.  I  am  delighted  to  hear 
that.  I  thank  the  gentleman  and  hope 
that  the  amendment  will  be  accepted  at 
the  proper  time.  I  am  glad  to  have  your 
support. 

In  conclusion,  let  me  say  that  I  do  give 
wholehearted  support  to  this  bill  and 
hope  the  House  will  support  it. 

Mr.  HAGEN  of  California.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  yield  such  time  as  he  may  require 
to  the  gentleman  from  Tennessee  [Mr. 
Grider], 

(Mr.  GRIDER  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  GRIDER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  wish 
to  express  my  support  for  the  Child 
Nutrition  Act  of  1966  to  augment  the 
national  school  lunch  program.  I  am 
especially  pleased  by  the  proposed  school 
breakfast  program.  If  the  widely  held 
statement,  “You  can’t  teach  a  hungry 
child,”  has  any  validity  at  all  then  it 
must  apply  to  the  morning  of  the  school- 
day  as  well  as  the  afternoon. 

Although  there  is  no  formal  program 
of  Federal  assistance  specifically  aimed 
at  school  breakfast  programs,  there  are 
several  examples  of  local  attempts  to  ini¬ 
tiate  them.  Usually  the  only  help  pro¬ 
vided  by  the  Federal  Government  comes 
from  federally  donated  surplus  foods  and 
some  cash  from  the  special  milk  pro¬ 
gram.  A  good  example  of  these  local 
programs  may  be  seen  in  the  case  of 
the  Grant  Elementary  School  in  Mem¬ 
phis,  Tenn.  The  program  was  developed 
by  the  school’s  PTA  and  local  financial 
support  was  supplemented  by  special 
milk  reimbursement  and  USDA-donated 
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foods.  The  principal  of  the  school,  Mr. 
Frank  J.  Lewis,  reported  that  with  the 
aid  of  the  breakfast  program,  the  school 
had  its  best  year  of  attendance  and  that 
as  many  as  114  schoolchildren  who  would 
otherwise  have  gone  without  breakfast 
participated  in  the  program.  He  also 
stated  that  every  youngster  in  the  pro¬ 
gram  showed  marked  improvement  in 
one  or  more  areas  of  concern.  He  said: 

We  found  attendance  of  these  children 
improved,  behavior  better,  and  they  are  now 
more  alert  and  receptive.  In  addition,  they 
are  more  prompt  and  are  improving  academ¬ 
ically. 

Examples  such  as  this  demonstrate 
how  effective  the  proposed  breakfast  pro¬ 
gram  could  be.  The  need  for  such  a  pro¬ 
gram  is  clear.  More  and  more  mothers 
are  working  and  often  unavoidably  must 
leave  home  before  the  child  leaves  for 
school  in  the  morning.  More  and  more 
children  are  traveling  long  distances  to 
school,  especially  in  rural  areas  where 
school  consolidation  is  progressing  rap¬ 
idly.  Finally,  simple  economic  need 
often  prevents  the  child  from  having  a 
much  needed  breakfast.  In  short,  I  sup¬ 
port  the  proposed  program  to  meet  this 
very  clear  need. 

Mr.  HALEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in 
support  of  this  legislation  as  it  has 
been  brought  to  us  by  the  committee. 
I  sincerely  hope  that  amendments  are 
not  presented  that  will  make  it  diffi¬ 
cult  for  some  of  us  to  support  this  legis¬ 
lation  as  enthusiastically  as  I  favor  it  at 
this  time.  I  am  especially  pleased  to  see 
section  7  in  this  bill,  which  makes  it 
possible  for  the  State  educational  agen¬ 
cies  to  receive  financial  assistance  in  the 
administration  of  these  programs.  In 
the  State  of  Florida  last  year  nearly  1 
million  people  received  aid  from  these 
food  consumer  programs.  One  of  the 
greatest  blessings  of  America  is  our  agri¬ 
cultural  abundance.  Because  of  the  effi¬ 
ciency  of  the  American  farmer,  there  is 
no  need  for  anyone  in  America  to  go 
hungry. 

Now,  Mr.  Chairman,  when  we  conceive 
of  these  new  programs  I  know  we  can 
understand  that  the  educational  agencies 
which  administer  them  should  have  a 
little  money  with  which  to  take  care  of 
their  extra  costs. 

So,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  want  particularly 
to  commend  the  committee  for  section  7 
and  for  the  entire  bill. 

Let  me  say  again,  it  is  my  hope,  if  this 
bill  remains  substantially  as  it  is,  to  con¬ 
tinue  to  support  it  enthusiastically. 

Mr.  TRIMBLE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
wholeheartedly  support  H.R.  13361.  It  is 
good  legislation  and  means  much  to  the 
children  of  America.  They  deserve  it. 

Mr.  FRASER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  want 
to  endorse  H.R.  13361,  the  Child  Nutri¬ 
tion  Act  of  1966.  I  particularly  applaud 
the  extension  of  the  special  milk  pro¬ 
gram  and  the  committee’s  language  in 
providing  that  this  program  is  to  be  ad¬ 
ministered  as  nearly  as  possible  as  it  was 
in  fiscal  year  1966.  Legislative  authority 
for  the  program  was  to  expire  at  the  end 
of  this  fiscal  year.  Appropriations  au¬ 
thorized  in  H.R.  13361  are  adequate  to 
fund  the  extended  program. 

Since  its  inception  in  1954,  the  special 
milk  program  has  been  of  enormous  ben¬ 


efit  to  the  children  and  the  milk  pro¬ 
ducers  in  every  State.  In  Minnesota 
last  year,  69.3  million  half-pints  of  milk 
were  consumed  under  the  special  milk 
program.  In  my  district  of  Minneapo¬ 
lis,  nearly  20,000  students  a  day  drank 
milk  under  the  program.  The  nutri¬ 
tional  benefits  are  obvious. 

Also  obvious  are  the  benefits  to  our 
dairy  farmers.  Milk  consumed  under 
the  special  milk  program  represents  al¬ 
most  3  percent  of  all  nonfarm  consump¬ 
tion  of  fluid  whole  milk.  Thus  it  is  an 
important  stabilizing  factor  in  an  area  of 
agriculture  that  is  particularly  vulner¬ 
able  to  marginal  swings  in  production. 

Mr.  ANDERSON  of  Tennessee.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  rise  in  support  of  this  very 
worthwhile  legislation,  and  in  behalf  of 
my  own  district  want  to  express  appre¬ 
ciation  to  the  chairman  and  the  members 
of  the  Committee  on  Agriculture  for  the 
very  excellent  work  they  have  done. 

I  note  in  particular  the  foresight  of 
the  committee  as  evidenced  in  section  12 
whereby  the  Department  of  Agriculture 
is  assigned  authority  to  conduct  and  su¬ 
pervise  all  the  Federal  programs  relating 
to  food  service  for  children. 

According  to  the  interpretation  I  have 
received,  section  12  very  clearly  ex¬ 
presses  the  intent  of  Congress  that  this 
program  be  centrally  administered  under 
the  Department  of  Agriculture.  This  is 
as  it  should  be,  because  the  Department 
over  a  period  of  20  years  has  demon¬ 
strated  its  ability  to  competently  carry 
out  school  food  programs.  The  mutual 
responsibilities  of  the  Department,  the 
State  educational  agencies,  and  the  local 
school  authorities  are  thoroughly  un¬ 
derstood  by  all.  The  machinery  is  set 
up  and  it  is  working  smoothly. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  Committee  on  Ag¬ 
riculture  has  indeed  been  wise  to  clearly 
specify  that  the  Department  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  provide  centralized  administration 
of  this — the  largest  food  service  program 
of  its  kind  in  the  world.  The  committee 
has  done  an  excellent  job  and  I  urge 
support  of  the  bill  in  the  form  in  which 
is  has  been  brought  before  the  House. 

Mr.  WALKER  of  New  Mexico.  Mr. 
Chairman,  under  section  4,  the  Secre¬ 
tary  is  authorized  to  initiate  a  2 -year 
pilot  breakfast  program  in  certain  types 
of  schools.  Eligible  schools  would  be 
those  drawing  attendance  from  areas  in 
which  poor  economic  conditions  exist 
and  also  those  schools  were  a  substantial 
proportion  of  the  children  enrolled  travel 
long  distances. 

There  is  no  question  but  that  thou¬ 
sands  of  children  arrive  at  school  hungry 
and  this  inevitably  affects  their  span  of 
atention  and  conduct.  In  rural  areas, 
children  frequently  ride  the  buse  for  as 
much  as  an  hour  or  more  and  then  stand 
around  and  wait  for  school  to  start. 
These  children  leave  home  early  and 
time  often  does  not  allow  for  adequate 
breakfast.  They  often  must  wait  6 
hours  for  lunch.  In  urban  areas,  thou¬ 
sands  of  children  from  poor  families — 
where  the  mother  must  leave  for  work 
long  before  the  children  leave  for 
school — breakfast  tends  to  be  a  ne¬ 
glected  meal. 

In  determining  the  eligibility  of 
“schools  drawing  attendance  from  areas 


in  which  poor  economic  conditions 
exists,”  the  Department  is  expected  to 
follow  much  the  same  criteria  as  they 
have  been  under  the  National  School 
Lunch  Act.  As  a  matter  of  fact  this  pro¬ 
gram  will  be  run  under  the  same  admini¬ 
strative  machinery  and  in  much  the 
same  manner  as  the  present  school  lunch 
program. 

In  cases  of  very  severe  need  in  the 
school,  the  Secretary  may  authorize  fi¬ 
nancial  assistance  up  to  80  percent  of  the 
operating  costs  of  the  program.  In  most 
situations,  however,  Federal  assistance 
will  be  limited  to  the  food  supplies 
needed  for  the  program  with  local 
sources  defraying  labor  and  other  costs. 

Following  the  pattern  and  experience 
with  the  type  A  lunch  under  the  national 
school  lunch  program,  the  Secretary  is 
authorized  to  prescribe  nutritional 
standards  that  must  be  met.  The  basic 
strength  of  the  lunch  program  has  been 
that  participating  schools  must  agree  to 
serve  a  combination  of  foods  that  im¬ 
prove  a  child’s  nutrition  in  order  to  re¬ 
ceive  Federal  assistance.  A  great  deal 
of  research  has  gone  into  the  question  of 
what  a  child  needs  each  day  and  from 
this  came  the  type  A  meal  patem  fol¬ 
lowed  in  the  school  lunch  program.  As 
part  of  its  technical  assistance  efforts, 
the  U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture  has 
developed  menu  planning  and  buying 
guides  that  are  made  available  to  the 
schools;  but  local  school  lunch  officials 
do  all  their  own  day  in,  day  out  menu 
planning.  They  may  serve  any  food  that 
they  want  as  long  as  the  total  meal  meets 
established  nutritional  requirements. 
The  same  techniques  and  procedures  will 
be  followed  under  the  pilot  breakfast 
program. 

The  pilot  breakfast  program  also  car¬ 
ries  the  provision  that : 

Such,  breakfasts  shall  be  served  without 
cost  or  at  a  reduced  cost  only  to  children 
who  are  determined  by  local  school  author¬ 
ities  to  be  unable  to  pay  the  full  cost  of  the 
breakfast.  In  making  such  determinations, 
such  local  authorities  should,  to  the  extent 
practicable,  consult  with  public  welfare  and 
health  agencies.  No  physical  segregation  of 
or  other  discrimination  against  any  child 
shall  be  made  by  the  school  because  of  his 
inability  to  pay. 

To  the  extent  practicable,  it  is  expected 
that  children  determined  to  be  needy 
will  pay  a  nominal  or  token  price.  Other 
children  attending  schools  approved  for 
a  breakfast  program  may  participate  on 
a  paying  basis. 

■^'Mr.  HELSTOSKI.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
rise  in  support  of  the  legislation  pend¬ 
ing  before  the  House  which  would  pro¬ 
vide  for  a  program  to  encourage  schools 
to  provide  lunches  for  school  children  on 
a  regular  basis. 

At  this  time,  when  our  economical 
position  is  at  its  highest,  there  are  still 
school  children  who  do  not  attend  classes 
comforted  by  a  full  and  adequate  meal. 
Too  many  American  children  come  to 
their  classes  every  morning  without  hav¬ 
ing  eaten  an  adequate  breakfast.  Some 
do  not  have  breakfast  at  ail  and  hungry 
children  are  in  no  position  to  take  ad¬ 
vantage  of  the  teacher’s  power  to  in¬ 
struct  them. 
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The  Child  Nutrition  Act  would  provide, 
in  addition  to  other  things,  a  school 
breakfast  program  as  an  important  part 
of  our  national  school  lunch  program. 
This  legislation  would  authorize  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Agriculture  to  carry  out  a  pilot 
program  to  assist  States  through  grants- 
in-aid  and  other  means  to  initiate,  main¬ 
tain,  or  expand  nonprofit  breakfast  feed¬ 
ings  for  schools  in  poor  areas. 

The  legislation  would  provide  for 
special  food  service  programs  for  needy 
children  in  nonprofit  institutions  such 
as  child  day  care  centers,  settlement 
houses,  and  summer  camps.  To  assist 
the  State  school  lunch  agencies  meet  the 
cost  of  supervising  these  new  programs, 
the  act  would  appropriate  funds  to  the 
agencies  for  the  purpose  of  administer¬ 
ing  the  provisions  of  this  act. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  believe  that  there  is 
a  great  need  for  this  type  of  program 
in  many  areas — especially  in  urban  areas 
where  there  is  a  large  segment  of  low- 
income  families  and  numerous  children, 
whose  parents  are  unable  to  properly 
feed  their  children. 

Prom  the  standpoint  of  education,  we 
are  not  going  to  make  much  progress 
unless  we  provide  healthy  bodies  in 
which  we  can  develop  healthy  minds. 

From  the  standpoint  of  health,  we 
have  long  since  passed  the  stage  where 
we  embark  on  an  extended  health  pro¬ 
gram  without  first  looking  at  the  plight 
of  our  hclidren  who  are  the  victims  of 
malnutrition. 

Hunger  is  the  natural  enemy  of  all 
mankind  on  earth.  This  natural  enemy 
is  also  the  enemy  of  many  children  in 
our  own  country.  A  child  with  insuffi¬ 
cient  food  will  grow  up  to  adulthood  in 
a  state  of  malnutrition  and,  while  in  that 
state  we  cannot  utilize  his  most  ablest 
capabilities  if  this  frail  body  had  been 
in  a  healthy  state. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask  again  that  all  of 
us  in  this  body,  who  have  the  power  and 
responsibility  to  do  so,  study  this  act 
very  thoroughly  and  see  for  ourselves  if 
the  legislation  we  have  before  us  is  not 
the  weapon  which  we  need  so  desperately 
to  stamp  out  hunger  among  our  school- 
children. 

In  the  interest  of  child  nutrition  in 
general  I  believe  that  this  legislation 
should  be  passed,  without  prolonged  de¬ 
bate  and  without  any  dissenting  votes. 

Mr.  EVANS  of  Colorado.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  although  the  present  National 
School  Lunch  Act  carries  authority  for 
providing  nonfood  assistance,  this  sec¬ 
tion  has  not  been  funded  for  many  years 
since  the  language  is  general  and  does 
not  lend  itself  to  concentrating  funds  in 
those  specific  schools  that  most  need  help 
in  initiating  or  expanding  a  food  service. 
For  this  reason,  section  5  of  this  bill  is 
designed  to  spell  out  the  intent  of  Con¬ 
gress  in  this  respect. 

There  are  9  million  children  who,  for 
one  reason  or  another,  have  no  access 
to  a  meal  at  school.  Many  rural  and 
urban  schools  built  years  ago  have  no 
food  service  facilities.  In  many  of  these 
schools  most  of  the  children  enrolled 
are  in  families  with  very  low  income. 
The  local  tax  base  of  these  school  dis¬ 
tricts  and  areas  is  limited  and  the  many 
needs  of  the  community  are  such  that 


funds  are  inadequate  to  build  or  provide 
food  service  facilities. 

Section  5  provides  a  means  to  assist 
State  educational  agencies  in  providing 
assistance  to  schools  in  this  situation. 
Applicant  schools  will  be  required  to 
justify  their  need  for  assistance  on  a 
project  basis  and  to  submit  a  detailed 
description  of  the  equipment  to  be  ac¬ 
quired  and  their  proposals  for  its  use  in 
meeting  the  nutritional  needs  of  chil¬ 
dren.  In  addition,  State  or  local  sources 
must  bear  one-fourth  of  the  cost  of 
equipment  or  facilities  financed  under 
this  authority. 

Careful,  prudent  administration  of  this 
section  will  be  required  to  assure  its  full 
effectiveness  but  it  may  well  be  one  of 
the  most  important  provisions  in  this  bill 
to  help  bring  lunches  to  those  children 
to  whom  they  are  not  now  available. 

Mr.  ROONEY  of  Pennsylvania.  Mr. 
Chairman,  some  Congressmen  may  well 
have  their  doubts  as  to  why  we  need  to 
get  into  a  breakfast  program.  They  do 
not  question  the  lunch  program  in  any 
way  because  this  type  of  food  service  is 
clearly  needed.  But  breakfast  and  din¬ 
ner  are  supposed  to  be  family  meals  and 
a  family  responsibility.  By  making 
breakfast  available  are  we  subtly  further 
loosening  the  family  ties  and  undermin¬ 
ing  the  family  unit? 

I  do  not  believe  so.  I  believe  we  are 
simply  facing  up  to  a  fact  of  life.  There 
are  millions  of  working  mothers 
throughout  the  country.  There  is  no  re¬ 
versing  this  situation.  Many,  many  of 
these  mothers  must  leave  for  work  before 
their  children  leave  for  school.  An  orga¬ 
nized  sit-down  family  breakfast  at  6  or 
6:30  a.m.  is,  I  would  guess,  a  rarity  these 
days,  particularly  in  urban  areas. 

In  rural  areas,  where  school  consolida¬ 
tion  is  progressing  rapidly,  the  logistics 
of  the  bus  routing  frequently  requires 
that  groups  of  children  are  dropped  off 
at  the  school  well  before  the  actual  start 
of  the  school  day  so  that  the  bus  can 
move  on  and  pick  up  other  groups.  The 
distances  traveled  by  many  children  are 
increasing.  With  the  best  will  in  the 
world,  even  mothers  in  rural  areas  have 
difficulty  coping  with  an  organized  fam¬ 
ily  breakfast. 

In  both  situations,  it  is  a  long  time 
until  lunch.  Some  children  react  to 
hunger  with  apathy,  others  with  rest¬ 
lessness.  The  teacher  who  stands  up  in 
front  of  these  children  is  the  real  judge 
of  what  a  good  breakfast  can  do  for 
them.  An  elementary  school  in  one  of 
our  States  started  a  breakfast  program 
last  winter  and  several  teachers  put  their 
reactions  on  paper: 

Since  the  breakfast  program,  I  have  noticed 
a  change  in  the  attitudes  of  pupils  partici¬ 
pating.  The  pupils  have  shown  an  increase 
in  height  and  weight  as  well  as  great  im¬ 
provement  in  subject  matter  areas.  A 
change  of  social  relationships  has  developed 
and  they  show  a  willingness  for  wanting  to 
do  their  best  work. 

The  attention  span  is  longer,  and  they 
seem  less  inclined  to  move  around  and  dis¬ 
turb  others. 

I  am  very  happy  to  say  that  the  pupils  from 
my  room,  who  eat  breakfast  in  the  Lunch 
Room  have  shown  tremendous  development 
in  all  areas.  They  appear  to  be  happy  and 
their  daily  attendance  has  improved. 


The  second  question  that  seems  to 
have  arisen  is  that  of  who  may  partici¬ 
pate.  If  a  school  has  a  breakfast  pro¬ 
gram  under  this  bill,  that  breakfast  will 
be  open  to  all  children  attending  the 
school.  Those  who  can  pay,  will  pay. 
It  is  our  hope  that  even  some  of  the 
needy  children  will  be  able  to  afford  a 
token  payment. 

You  will  recall  that  the  National 
School  Lunch  Act  requires  that  the 
needy  child  who  gets  a  free  or  reduced- 
price  lunch  is  not  to  be  identified  or  set 
apart  from  his  classmates.  The  same 
provision  will  govern  the  breakfast  pro¬ 
gram.  In  this  context,  a  breakfast  pro¬ 
gram  only  for  needy  children  would 
make  no  sense  at  all. 

Mr.  UDALL.  Mr.  Chairman,  the  pro¬ 
visions  for  strengthening  and  augment¬ 
ing  the  school  lunch  program  today  in 
H.R.  13361  are  good,  sound,  and  neces¬ 
sary  if  we  are  to  provide  a  comprehen¬ 
sive,  coordinated  program  to  improve 
child  nutrition  in  this  country.  We  have 
come  a  long  way  under  the  national 
school  lunch  program  and  this  Child 
Nutrition  Act  of  1966  is  intended  to  put 
us  within  reach  of  a  goal  that  we  have 
long  sought  and  accepted  as  only  reason¬ 
able  in  a  country  as  rich  as  this  one  in 
agricultural  resources  and  as  expert  in 
meeting  and  solving  problems. 

Under  section  4  of  H.R.  13361,  provi¬ 
sion  is  made  for  a  2-year  pilot  breakfast 
program  in  schools  drawing  attendance 
from  children  of  low-income  families 
and  for  schools  where  a  substantial  pro¬ 
portion  of  the  children  travel  long  dis¬ 
tances.  I  want  to  stress  here  that  this 
new  activity  is  to  be  initiated  on  a  short¬ 
term,  pilot  basis.  This  is  the  approach 
that  in  the  long  run  will  result  in  sound 
legislative  authority  and  effective  pro¬ 
gram  operations. 

There  are  thousands  of  children  who 
arrive  at  school  hungry  for  a  variety  of 
reasons.  Section  4  is  intended  to  meet 
two  of  these  reasons  head  on.  In  rural 
areas,  children  frequently  ride  a  bus  for 
an  hour  or  more  to  get  to  school  and 
then  wait  around  in  the  schoolyard  for 
an  extended  period  waiting  for  the  bell 
to  ring.  Even  if  time  had  permitted 
them  to  have  a  breakfast  at  home,  it 
may  be  5  to  6  hours  before  they  have 
lunch. 

In  urban  areas,  there  are  thousands  of 
children  in  families  where  the  mother 
must  leave  for  work  long  before  the  chil¬ 
dren  leave  for  school.  An  organized 
family  breakfast  is  rare  and  breakfast 
tends  to  be  the  neglected  meal. 

The  importance  of  breakfast  and 
other  efforts  to  improve  child  nutrition 
are  stated  forthrightly  in  a  publication 
issued  jointly  by  the  Office  of  Education 
and  the  Office  of  Economic  Opportunity. 
“Education:  An  Answer  to  Poverty.” 
This  publication  states : 

Hungry  children  are  nonlearning  children. 
Scientific  studies  have  shown  conclusively 
that  the  process  of  learning  virtually  ends 
when  a  human  being  becomes  uncomfortably 
hungry.  When  a  child  appears  at  school  in 
the  morning  having  had  little  or  no  break¬ 
fast,  he  might  just  well  have  stayed  at  home. 
The  teacher’s  effort  is  wasted.  The  curricu¬ 
lum,  the  long  hours  of  professional  prepara¬ 
tion,  the  value  of  textbooks  and  teaching 
aids  are  lost  upon  him.  Similarly,  a  child 
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without  lunch  loses  most  of  the  value  of  a 
school  afternoon.  A  hungry  child  not  only 
injures  himself,  but  his  discomfort  may 
subtly  disturb  the  teachings  of  a  whole  class. 

The  breakfast  program  proposed  under 
H.R.  13361  is  based  on  the  experience 
and  approaches  followed  in  the  national 
school  lunch  program.  Nutritional 
standards  are  now  being  developed  by  the 
nutritional  experts  of  the  U.S.  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture — not  just  for  pur¬ 
poses  of  this  bill  but  because  of  increas¬ 
ing  interest  on  the  part  of  many  schools 
as  to  the  best  combinations  of  foods  for 
a  breakfast  to  meet  the  needs  of  children. 

The  program  under  consideration  to¬ 
day  will  be  available  to  all  children  in 
schools  selected  by  the  State  educational 
agency  for  participation.  Those  who  can 
afford  to  pay  will  be  expected  to  do  so. 
The  Federal  funds  made  available  will 
be  used  to  help  meet  the  cost  of  under¬ 
writing  the  breakfast  for  those  who  can 
afford  only  a  token  payment  or  who 
cannot  afford  to  pay  even  a  few  cents. 

In  the  selection  of  schools,  the  State 
educational  agencies  will  follow  generally 
what  they  are  now  doing  in  regard  to 
special  assistance  under  the  school  lunch 
program. 

In  situations  of  very  severe  need,  the 
\  Secretary  is  authorized  to  provide  up  to 
?  80  percent  of  the  operating  costs  of  the 
/  program.  In  most  cases,  however,  the 
I  Federal  assistance  will  be  limited  to  pro¬ 
viding  the  food  needed  for  the  breakfast. 
As  in  the  national  school  lunch  program, 
State  and  local  sources  will  defray  the 
costs  of  labor  and  overhead. 

Although  I  have  outlined  only  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  the  breakfast  program,  I  be¬ 
lieve  every  phase  of  H.R.  13361  warrants 
our  support. 

Mr.  BENNETT.  Mr.  Chairman,  not 
all  Americans  are  fortunate  enough  to 
choose  what  and  when  they  eat,  and 
many  young  people  today  lack  a  basic 
nutritional  diet,  which  hampers  their 
growth  to  maturity.  I  am  happy  to  sup¬ 
port  the  objectives  of  the  Child  Nutri¬ 
tion  Act  of  1966,  for  this  legislation 
strikes  at  one  of  the  most  important 
problems  facing  our  Nation.  If  this 
program  is  enacted,  I  strongly  urge  that 
citrus  products  be  included  in  the  pro¬ 
gram.  I  have  already  presented  this 
suggestion  to  the  House  Agriculture 
Committee,  and  I  want  to  emphasize  this 
point  today  in  this  debate. 

Milk  is  the  prime  component  of  this 
worthwhile  program,  which  is  as  it 
should  be,  due  to  the  fact  that  milk  is 
the  best  source  of  calcium,  a  nutrient 
needed  for  building  strong  bones  in 
young  bodies.  But  compared  with  milk, 
orange  juice  has  2  times  as  much  car¬ 
bohydrates,  5  times  as  much  iron,  40  per¬ 
cent  more  vitamin  A,  275  percent  more 
thiamine,  9  times  as  much  niacin,  and 
630  percent  more  vitamin  C.  All  these 
nutrients  are  also  vital  to  the  growth 
processes  of  the  child. 

Citrus  products  are  the  main  source 
of  vitamin  C,  and  the  conection  between 
vitamin  C  and  the  prevention  of  infec¬ 
tion,  probably  is  the  chief  reason  that 
nutritionists  in  this  country  recommend 
higher  intakes  of  citrus  juices.  A  de¬ 
ficiency  of  vitamin  C  carries  with  it  the 


tendency  to  infections,  a  hazard  to  many 
young  people. 

In  talking  with  Dr.  Glen  McDonald, 
of  the  Chronic  Diseases  Division  of  the 
Public  Health  Service,  he  stated  that 
vitamin  C  is  one  of  the  most  important 
nutrients  the  body  must  have.  Unlike 
other  vitamins,  vitamin  C  cannot  be 
stored,  and  must  be  taken  on  a  daily 
basis.  The  children  to  which  this  leg¬ 
islation  is  directed  are  in  the  low  in¬ 
come  level,  at  which  the  level  of  con¬ 
sumption  of  citrus  products  is  under¬ 
standably  low. 

My  State  of  Florida  is  the  source  of 
70  percent  of  the  Nation’s  citrus  pro¬ 
ducts,  and  our  citrus  production  is  ex¬ 
pected  to  double  in  the  next  5  years,  thus 
insuring  an  adequate  supply  of  this  im¬ 
portant  food.  It  is  undisputed  that  few, 
if  any,  other  foods  hold  the  vitamin  con¬ 
tent  of  citrus,  and  I  think  all  American 
children  should  have  the  opportunity  to 
have  the  advantage  of  vitamin-filled 
citms  products  in  their  diets.  I  am 
hopeful  that  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
will  make  citrus  products  a  major  part  of 
the  program. 

Mr.  STRATTON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
am  very  happy  to  rise  in  strong  support 
of  the  pending  legislation.  Last  winter 
when  the  budget  message  came  to  the 
Congress  I  was  appalled  to  see  that  the 
very  popular  school  milk  and  school  hot 
lunch  programs  had  been  drastically  cut 
back.  As  a  spokesman  of  an  important 
dairy  area  I  knew  the  blow  this  recom¬ 
mendation,  if  carried  out,  would  deal  to 
upstate  New  York  dairymen.  I  knew  too 
the  harm  that  would  be  done  to  so 
many  of  our  school  children.  The  peo¬ 
ple  in  my  district,  by  their  wires  and 
letters  to  me,  also  strongly  opposed  the 
President’s  budget  recommendation. 

Accordingly,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  intro¬ 
duced  legislation  on  March  9,  1966,  H.R. 
1343-9,  to  prevent  the  cut  the  President 
recommended  and  to  supply  legislative 
authority  for  maintaining  the  school 
milk  program  at  its  current  level.  My 
bill  was  to  be  known  of  the  children’s 
special  milk  act  of  1966.  I  testified 
in  favor  of  this  legislation  before  the 
Committee  on  Agriculture.  I  also  testi¬ 
fied  in  support  of  a  school  milk  pro¬ 
gram  continued  without  damaging  cuts 
before  the  Agricultural  Appropriations 
Subcommittee. 

I  was  delighted  when  the  agricultural 
appropriations  bill  for  1967  continued 
the  school  milk  program  at  the  same 
high  level  as  I  had  recommended. 

And  I  am  delighted  today,  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  that  the  substance  of  my  bill,  H.R. 
13439,  has  now  been  incorporated  as 
section  3  of  this  bill,  H.R.  13361.  This 
legislation  will  protect  our  schoolchil¬ 
dren.  It  will  protect  our  dairy  farmers. 
And  the  two  new  pilot  programs  author¬ 
ized  here  for  schoolchildren  will  also 
be  of  great  benefit,  I  believe,  to  the 
future  of  these  young  Americans. 

I  am  proud  to  see  this  legislation 
favorably  reported  from  the  committee. 
I  am  proud  to  have  been  a  co-sponsor 
of  the  basic  substance  of  this  bill.  I  hope 
it  will  be  overwhelmingly  approved  by 
this  House. 

Mr.  GILBERT.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  sup¬ 
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port  and  endorse  H.R.  13361,  to  make 
further  strides  in  improving  nutrition 
among  the  schoolchildren  of  our  coun¬ 
try. 

There  is  no  one  who  questions  or 
doubts  that  good  nutrition  is  basic  to  the 
learning  process  of  our  search  and  drive 
for  excellence  in  education.  The  first 
essential  is  sound  nutrition.  A  hungry 
child  is  not  an  eager  learner.  He  may 
be  listless  and  apathetic  in  the  classroom, 
or  he  may  be  edgy  and  disruptive  of  dis¬ 
cipline.  No  one  is  more  aware  of  this 
than  our  teachers  and  our  school  offi¬ 
cials. 

For  20  years  our  local  schools  have 
made  good  use  of  the  national  school 
lunch  program.  Here  is  a  program  that 
commands  nationwide  respect  and  sup¬ 
port.  It  does  an  essential  job  and  does  it 
well.  The  school  lunch  program  and  the 
special  milk  program,  which  affect  the 
health  and  welfare  of  millions  of  school- 
children,  are,  in  my  opinion,  two  of  the 
most  valuable  and  needed  federally  sub¬ 
sidized  programs.  I  have  strongly  op¬ 
posed  the  proposed  budget  cut  in  the 
milk  program  for  fiscal  1967.  We  must 
not  curtail  this  program  which  has 
proved  to  be  one  that  has  rendered  great 
value  for  the  dollar  spent.  It  has  been 
one  of  our  most  effective  means  of  reach¬ 
ing  children  of  poverty  and  of  insuring 
them  a  more  balanced  diet.  In  my  State 
of  New  York  5,438  schools  use  the  pro¬ 
gram,  which  benefits  between  1.6  and  1.7 
million  children.  Families  of  the  lowest 
incomes — who  most  often  have  the  larg¬ 
est  number  of  children  in  school — are 
the  very  ones  who  will  be  hurt  the  most 
if  the  present  milk  program  is  cut  back. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  pleased  the  spe¬ 
cial  milk  program  will  be  continued  for 
another  4  years.  This  program  has 
strengthened  our  child  nutrition  efforts 
by  making  available  fresh  milk  at  a  price 
children  can  afford  to  pay,  and  it  is  now 
available  to  19  out  of  20  children  in 
school. 

I  am  also  pleased  that  the  national 
school  lunch  program  will  continue  as  it 
has  been  operating,  and  that  the  bill  be¬ 
fore  us  will  extend  the  school  lunch  pro¬ 
gram  to  preschool  youngsters  who  are 
enrolled  in  activities  run  by  the  school 
system.  This  is  an  important  provision 
in  view  of  the  increased  emphasis  being 
placed  on  reaching  younger  children. 
The  Headstart  program  of  the  antipov¬ 
erty  program,  for  instance,  has  bene- 
fitted  hundreds  of  thousands  of  deprived 
preschool  children.  So  this  provision  of 
the  bill  before  us,  like  the  Headstart  pro¬ 
gram,  is  very  important  when  we  con¬ 
sider  that  one  of  the  best  avenues  open 
to  us  to  break  the  cycle  of  poverty  is  by 
first  dealing  with  the  socially  and  eco¬ 
nomically  deprived  preschool  youngster. 

The  bill  we  are  considering  will  pro¬ 
vide  food  service  equipment  to  initiate  or 
expand  school1  food  service  in  areas  with 
a  high  proportion  of  needy  children.  A 
major  problem  in  initiating  or  expanding 
food  service  in  needy  schools  has  been 
the  lack  of  funds  for  food  preparation 
equipment.  In  many  areas  where  chil¬ 
dren  are  most  in  need  of  food  service  at 
school,  it  has  not  been  available  because 
local  resources  are  inadequate  to  finance 
the  necessary  equipment. 
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I  welcome  the  bill’s  provision  for  a  2- 
year  pilot  breakfast  program  for  needy 
schoolchildren  and  children  who  must 
travel  long  distances.  The  breakfasts 
will  be  served  without  cost  or  at  a  re¬ 
duced  cost  only  to  children  whom  local 
school  authorities  determine  are  unable 
to  pay  the  full  cost.  This  service  has 
seen  an  outstanding  job  done  over  the 
scattered  throughout  the  country  on  the 
initiative  of  local  school  officials  who 
found  that  all  too  many  children  of  low- 
income  families  arrive  at  school  hungry. 
I  support  the  aims  of  this  pilot  breakfast 
program  and  I  believe  a  national  pro¬ 
gram  is  certainly  worth  a  try. 

Mr.  Chairman,  for  the  first  time,  as¬ 
sistance  is  provided  to  State  educational 
agencies  to  meet  the  costs  of  undertak¬ 
ing  this  new  drive  to  improve  child 
nutrition.  The  hardest  part  of  the  job 
is  yet  before  these  agencies — to  reach 
those  children  who  most  need  improved 
nutrition. 

The  Child  Nutrition  Act  places  re¬ 
sponsibility  for  our  total  national  effort 
in  this  respect  in  the  hands  of  the  U.S. 
Department  of  Agriculture.  We  have 
seen  an  outstanding  job  done  over  the 
years  in  developing  a  sound  cooperative 
relationship  with  State  educational 
agencies  and  our  school  systems  in  the 
administration  of  the  national  school 
lunch  and  the  special  milk  programs. 
These  programs  are  frequently  cited  as 
examples  of  the  best  in  intergovern¬ 
mental  relationships  that  spur  local  ini¬ 
tiative  and  operate  with  a  minimum  of 
problems  and  friction. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  support  the  aims  of 
H.R.  13361  to  provide  better  nutrition  to 
every  schoolchild,  with  particular  em¬ 
phasis  on  the  needy.  We  must  take  ad¬ 
vantage  of  this  opportunity  to  assure 
good  nutrition  for  our  schoolchildren. 

Mrs.  MINK.  Mr.  Chairman,  on  several 
occasions  this  year,  I  have  expressed  my 
fervent  hope  that  this  Congress  would 
not  reduce  the  important  school  lunch 
and  special  milk  programs  which  have 
been  of  such  inestimable  benefit  to  chil¬ 
dren  all  over  America.  I  was  dismayed 
to  hear  that  budget  cuts  in  “nonessen¬ 
tial”  areas  could  conceivably  affect  fed¬ 
erally  initiated  and  sponsored  programs 
whose  effect  in  improving  the  nutrition 
of  our  children  is  important  not  only  in 
the  present  but  far  into  the  future  with 
their  long-range  health  benefits. 

It  is  therefore  with  a  profound  sense 
of  gratitude  that  I  today  express  my  sup¬ 
port  of  the  Child  Nutrition  Act  of  1966 
any  my  appreciation  for  the  vision  of 
Chairman  Cooley  and  the  Committee  on 
Agriculture  for  reporting  out  this  bill, 
H.R.  13361,  which  not  only  continues  the 
school  lunch  and  special  milk  programs, 
but  adds  Federal  aid  in  other  areas  to 
increase  the  opportunities  for  the  chil¬ 
dren  of  America  to  have  nutritious  meals 
at  low  cost. 

When  we  learn  that  there  are  still  9 
million  children  who  have  no  food  service 
in  their  schools,  with  approximately  a 
million  of  them  coming  from  low-income 
families,  we  cannot  help  realizing  that 
our  task  for  the  future  is  not  to  reduce 
our  commitment  to  child  nutrition  but 


to  expand  and  improve  these  programs 
just  as  much  as  we  possibly  can.  The 
Child  Nutrition  Act  will  help  to  meet  a 
pressing  national  need,  and  I  sincerely 
hope  that  we  will  look  to  the  welfare  of 
our  children,  our  most  precious  asset  for 
a  better  future,  in  passing  this  needed 
legislation. 

The  Child  Nutrition  Act  will  extend  the 
special  milk  program,  with  a  scale  of 
increasing  appropriations,  through  fiscal 
1970.  It  permits  the  school  lunch  pro¬ 
gram  to  operate  in  full  force,  and  one  of 
its  significant  innovations  is  the  authori¬ 
zation  of  funds  for  a  school  breakfast 
program  for  needy  children  who  come  to 
school  hungry  and  for  children  who  must 
travel  a  long  way  to  school.  Educators 
have  testified  to  the  lack  of  attentiveness 
and  alertness  on  the  part  of  children  who 
begin  the  schoolday  with  empty  stom¬ 
achs,  and  I  believe  implicitly  that  the 
school  breakfast  program  will  be  one  that 
all  of  us  will  be  proud  to  have  supported. 

Another  vital  need  to  be  met  by  H.R. 
13361  is  the  financial  assistance  to  be 
provided  for  schools  which  do  not  have 
adequate  food  service  facilities.  We  may 
tend  to  forget  that  many  of  our  neediest 
children  are  those  who  cannot  partici¬ 
pate  in  the  lunch  and  milk  programs  for 
the  very  basic  reason  that  the  schools 
they  attend  are  in  low-income  districts 
and  cannot  afford  to  install  minimal 
kitchen  facilities.  I  cannot  overempha¬ 
size  my  belief  that  this  nonfood  as¬ 
sistance  program  will  contribute  mani¬ 
fold  benefits  not  only  in  the  health  but 
also  in  the  educational  achievement  of 
the  students  in  such  schools. 

I  urge  the  acceptance  of  the  Child 
Nutrition  Act  of  1966  both  in  the  interest 
of  the  children  who  will  benefit  and  in  the 
national  interest.  We  all  stand  to  gain 
from  these  programs  along  with  the  stu¬ 
dents  who  will  be  the  direct  beneficiaries. 
Let  us  look  to  the  future  today  by  insur¬ 
ing  enactment  of  this  important  legisla¬ 
tion. 

Mr.  DONOHUE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
most  earnestly  hope  and  urge  this  House 
will  promptly  and  overwhelmingly  ap¬ 
prove  this  measure  before  us,  H.R.  13361, 
the  Child  Nutrition  Act  of  1966. 

The  basic  purpose  of  this  bill  is  to  safe¬ 
guard  the  health  and  well-being  of  this 
Nation’s  children  and  to  encourage  the 
domestic  consumption  of  agricultural 
and  other  foods,  by  assisting  the  var¬ 
ious  States  through  grants-in-aid  and 
other  means,  to  more  effectively  meet 
the  nutritional  needs  of  our  children. 

Mr.  Chairman,  all  recognized  medical 
authorities  are  in  agreement  on  the  re¬ 
search  finding  that  “a  poor  diet  is  a  root 
cause  of  disease.”  The  testimony  of  rec¬ 
ognized  experts  warns  us  that,  under 
the  harassments  of  our  modern  complex 
living  conditions  and  because  of  the 
large  number  of  impoverished  families 
a  dangerously  large  number  of  our 
schoolchildren  are  not  experiencing  the 
benefits  of  a  proper  balanced  diet  and, 
therefore,  are  more  susceptible  to  the 
attacks  of  childhood  diseases.  Certainly 
this  is  a  danger  and  a  condition  that  we 
must  meet  and  overcome  and  this  bill 
will  do  it. 


In  summary,  its  provisions  will  con¬ 
tinue  the  invaluable  special  milk  pro¬ 
gram  in  our  schools  for  an  additional 
3  years  while  also  establishing  a  new 
school  breakfast  program  and  assistance 
for  the  installation  of  food  preparation 
and  serving  facilities  to  certain  schools 
in  areas  which  do  not  now  have  this  es¬ 
sential  equipment. 

These  additional  programs,  together 
with  supplementing  the  universally  com¬ 
mended  special  school  milk  and  lunch 
programs,  in  concern  for  the  improved 
health  and  alertness  of  our  schoolchil¬ 
dren  are  certainly  conducive  to  the  gen¬ 
eral  welfare  and  development  of  this 
country.  The  foods  to  be  provided  to 
our  children  under  these  programs  will 
be  guaranteed  to  contain  nutrients  es¬ 
sential  for  good  health;  they  will  give 
the  schoolchild  a  healthy  start  each 
morning  for  a  wholesome  day  of  the  ful¬ 
lest  accomplishment  and  instruct  each 
individual  in  the  formation  of  proper 
diet  habits.  It  is  axiomatic  that  a 
healthy  child  is  a  happy  child  and  that 
a  well-nourished  child  learns  better  than 
an  undernourished  child. 

In  brief  this  bill  represents  a  most 
prudent  investment  in  the  future  of 
America  through  the  encouragement  of 
a  healthy,  well-nourished,  wholesome 
American  youth  in  the  best  educational 
environment  we  can  devise.  Let  us  ap¬ 
prove  this  patriotic  investment  without 
further  delay. 

GENERAL  LEAVE  TO  EXTEND 

Mr.  HAGEN  of  California.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  all 
Members  may  have  leave  to  revise  and 
extend  their  remarks  at  this  point  in 
the  Record. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Cali¬ 
fornia? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  MATSUNAGA.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
rise  in  support  of  H.R.  13361,  the  Child 
Nutrition  Act  of  1966. 

As  a  measure  to  safeguard  the  health 
and  well-being  of  the  Nation’s  children 
by  means  of  proper  and  adequate  food, 
the  bill  on  the  floor  is  one  of  the  most 
significant  pieces  of  legislation  to  emerge 
in  this  session  of  the  89th  Congress.  By 
assisting  States  through  grants-in-aid 
and  other  means,  H.R.  13361  provides 
the  vehicle  which  will  meet  more  effec¬ 
tively  the  special  nutritional  needs  of 
our  children.  The  close  relationship 
between  food  and  good  nutrition,  on  the 
one  hand,  and  the  capacity  of  children 
to  develop  and  learn,  on  the  other,  has 
been  demonstrated  in  a  convincing  man¬ 
ner  under  the  highly  successful  national 
school  lunch  program.  The  enactment 
of  this  bill  would  be  the  logical  sequel 
to  the  two  existing  programs,  the  na¬ 
tional  school  lunch  program  and  the 
special  school  milk  program,  both  of 
which  have  been  highly  acclaimed  for 
their  valuable  contributions  to  the 
health  and  well-being  of  boys  and  girls 
in  elementary  and  secondary  schools. 

H.R.  13361  would  permit  the  National 
School  Lunch  Act  to  operate  in  the  fu- 
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ture  exactly  as  it  has  in  the  past.  How¬ 
ever,  the  measure  specifically  provides 
for  the  continuation  for  an  additional  3 
years  the  special  milk  program,  through 
which  milk  at  reduced  prices  is  made 
available  to  children  in  schools,  summer 
camps,  and  similar  institutions. 

In  addition,  the  measure  provides  for 
two  new  programs.  The  first,  the 
school  breakfast  program,  would  be  car¬ 
ried  out  in  substantially  the  same  man¬ 
ner  that  the  schools  are  now  carrying 
out  the  lunch  and  milk  programs.  The 
new  program  will  be  the  means  of  get¬ 
ting  hungry  children  off  to  a  good  nutri¬ 
tional  start  for  the  day.  It  will  be  car¬ 
ried  out  as  a  pilot  program  for  2  years. 

The  second  new  program,  the  so- 
called  nonfood  assistance  program, 
would  provide  schools  in  low-income 
areas  with  funds  to  acquire  equipment 
for  the  purpose  of  establishing,  main¬ 
taining,  and  expanding  school  food  serv¬ 
ice.  This  program  will  provide,  on  a 
cost-sharing  basis  with  the  State  and 
local  sources,  the  necessary  school  food 
service  in  areas  where  children  are  most 
in  need  of  help. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  future  of  America 
lies  in  the  hands  of  our  children.  It  is 
important  that  we  provide  for  their 
proper  nutrition  today  to  help  their 
ability  to  leam,  to  grow,  and  to  become 
healthy,  effective  adults.  This  bill  con¬ 
tains  such  provisions.  I  urge  unani¬ 
mous  support  for  H.R.  13361. 

Mr.  HAGEN  of  California.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  yield  such  time  as  he  may  require 
to  the  gentleman  from  Florida  [Mr. 
Matthews!. 

Mr.  MATTHEWS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
am  particularly  interested  in  section  7 
of  H.R.  13361  which  provides  authority 
for  assistance  to  State  educational  agen¬ 
cies  in  meeting  the  additional  costs  they 
will  incur  if  they  are  to  do  a  proper  job 
in  this  comprehensive  program  to  im¬ 
prove  child  nutrition. 

I  recognize  that  some  people  may  well 
question  the  need  for  such  assistance. 
The  national  school  lunch  program  has 
done  very  well  over  the  past  20  years 
without  a  penny  of  Federal  funds  going 
for  State  administration  and  how  can 
we  be  sure  that  Federal  funds  will  not 
simply  be  substituted  for  State  funds? 

I  would  suggest  on  this  score  that  the 
State  school  lunch  staffs  have  done  a 
tremendous  job  over  the  years — under¬ 
staffed  and  underfinanced  as  they  are. 
We  are  now  asking  them  to  undertake 
the  toughest  job  of  all— to  reach  those 
hardest  to  reach — to  reach  those  chil¬ 
dren  who  have  been  bypassed  in  the 
growth  of  the  program.  We  are  asking 
these  State  people  to  analyze  local  situa¬ 
tions  to  determine  which  schools  are 
eligible  for  special  assistance  under  the 
lunch  program;  to  analyze  the  needs  of 
a  school  or  school  system  for  equipment 
assistance  and  to  review  proposals  for 
the  procurement  of  equipment  and  to 
help  determine  the  need  for  and  help  set 
up  pilot  breakfast  programs. 

These  are  schools,  too,  that  will  need 
extra  attention,  extra  expert  assistance 
in  every  phase  of  their  operations  from 
budgeting  to  storage  space  to  menu 
planning.  These  are  schools  that  will 
have  to  trim  costs  at  every  corner  be¬ 


cause  these  are  schools  where  the  chil¬ 
dren  in  attendance  cannot  afford  that 
extra  nickel  or  extra  dime  per  meal  that 
can  give  the  school  lunch  manager  a 
little  elbow  room.  Nevertheless,  these 
are  also  schools  that  will  be  expected  to 
meet  the  same  meal-type  requirements 
as  those  in  the  affluent  suburbs. 

It  is  clear  to  me  that  the  State  staffs 
will  need  and  are  entitled  to  some  help 
in  meeting  the  personnel  and  other  costs 
that  will  be  involved  in  these  activities 
if  we  are  to  demand  of  them  the  super¬ 
visory  and  technical  capabilities  required 
to  meet  this  new  challenge. 

One  of  the  great  blessings  of  Ameri¬ 
can  agriculture  is  the  consumer  food  pro¬ 
grams  which  in  my  State  of  Florida  last 
year  made  possible  the  feeding  of  740,000 
schoolchildren,  29,000  persons  in  institu¬ 
tions,  and  nearly  92,000  other  needy  per¬ 
sons.  In  addition  22,500  persons  were 
recipients  of  disaster  relief  food. 

In  the  breakdown  of  the  consumer 
food  programs  in  Florida  which  follows 
this  statement,  I  am  sure  that  we  can  see 
the  new  programs  of  H.R.  13361  will  add 
to  the  burden  of  the  State  educational 
agencies  in  meeting  the  additional  costs 
they  will  incur.  It  is  most  proper,  I 
think,  to  provide  for  financial  assistance 
to  these  agencies  as  we  have  done  in  this 
bill: 

Florida  consumer  food  programs,  fiscal  year 
1965,  summary 

NATIONAL  SCHOOL  LUNCH  PROGRAM 

Number  of  schools _  1,  627 

Number  of  children _  643,  659 

Total  lunches  served  (mil¬ 
lions)  _  114. 1 

Free  lunches  (percent)  _  8.  9 

Local  food  purchases _ $25,  665,  000 

Federal  payments  _  $4,  7J.8,  000 

SPECIAL  MILK  PROGRAM 

Number  of  outlets _  1,  589 

Number  of  half-pints  served 

(millions)  _  58. 3 

Federal  expenditures _  $1,441,000 


COMMODITY  DISTRIBUTION  PROGRAM 


Quantity  and  .post  of  foods  dis¬ 
tributed: 

Schools  (secs.  32  and  416) 

(20,911,000  pounds)  _  $6,982,000 

Schools  (sec.  6)  (12,034,000 

pounds)  _ , _  2, 286,  000 

Institutions  (3,226,000 

pounds)  _  572, 000 

Needy  persons  (23,520,000 
pounds)  _  4,  688,  000 


Total  (59,691,000  pounds)  14,  528,  000 
Number  of  participants:  Persons 

Schools  (all) _  740,329 

Institutions _  29,  169 

Needy  persons _  91,947 


Total  _ _  861,  445 


A  total  of  22,513  disaster  relief  recipients 
received  9,087  pounds  of  food. 

(Mr.  MATTHEWS  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 

Mr.  HAGEN  of  California.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  yield  2  minutes  to  the  gentleman 
from  New  York  [Mr.  Ryan]  . 

(Mr.  RYAN  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 

Mr.  RYAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  glad 
once  again  to  have  the  opportunity  to 
support  legislation  to  provide  food  and 
milk  to  the  young  people  of  this  Nation, 


through  their  schools  and  through  their 
summer  camps,  at  the  time  in  their  fives 
and  in  their  days  when  it  will  most  help 
them  to  develop  and  learn. 

Throughout  my  years  in  Congress,  I 
have  been  an  unyielding  supporter  of 
both  the  school  milk  and  the  school 
lunch  programs.  On  February  10  of  this 
year,  when  the  funding  of  these  pro¬ 
grams  was  threatened,  I  insisted  that 
the  country  could  continue  to  fund  these 
programs  fully,  whatever  the  cost  of  our 
commitments  elsewhere  in  the  world. 

The  present  bill  is  a  sound  extension 
of  these  programs.  Besides  extending 
the  special  milk  program  for  another  4 
years,  the  bill  would  add  a  new  school 
breakfast  program  and  a  nonfood  assist¬ 
ance  program.  Teachers  have  often  told 
me  about  children  who  could  not  con¬ 
centrate  on  studies  in  the  morning  be¬ 
cause  their  stomachs  were  empty. 
Hopefully,  the  school  breakfast  program 
will  make  it  possible  for  communities  to 
help  children  to  start  each  schoolday 
with  a  satisfied  stomach.,  and  a  fresh 
mind. 

However,  I  am  concerned  about  the 
subject  which  has  been  discussed  this 
afternoon,  and  that  is  the  question  of 
the  application  of  title  VI  to  the  pro¬ 
grams  under  this  bill  and  to  the  school 
lunch  program. 

Mr.  Chairman,  despite  the  clear  intent 
of  the  Congress  and  the  clear  wording 
of  Federal  statues,  the  Department  of 
Agriculture,  I  am  afraid,  will  twist  this 
bill  by  some  strange  reasoning  so  as  to 
exempt  it  from  title  VI.  This  is  what 
happened  under  the  school  lunch  pro¬ 
gram. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  was  startled  to  learn 
that  the  Department  of  Agriculture  has 
not  applied  title  VT  to  the  school  lunch 
program  and  has  issued  regulations 
which  exempt  the  school  lunch  program 
from  title  VI  and  which  permit  segre¬ 
gated  public  schools  to  receive  assistance 
under  the  program — 7  CFR  15.3.  This 
was  confirmed  in  a  letter  to  me  which 
was  referred  to  earlier  this  afternoon,  a 
letter  from  the  Acting  General  Counsel 
of  the  Agriculture  Department. 

Indeed,  the  Department  of  Agriculture 
has  distributed  a  memorandum  to  State 
school  officers  which  says  that: 

For  the  present  the  school  lunch  program 
will  continue  to  operate  in  segregated  and 
nonsegregated  schools. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  should  like  to  read 
that  language  again  because  I  think  it 
is  very  important  for  us  to  see  how  the 
law  has  been  flaunted  by  the  Depart¬ 
ment.  The  memorandum  by  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Agriculture  to  State  school 
officials  says,  and  I  quote : 

The  present  school  lunch  program  wall  con¬ 
tinue  to  operate  in  segregated  and  nonseg¬ 
regated  schools. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  agree  with  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Minnesota  [Mr.  Quie]  who 
says  that  this  is  clearly  in  violation  of 
the  intent  of  the  Congress. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  explanation  for 
these  regulations  offered  by  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture  is  totally  untenable. 
So  long  as  children  of  every  race  have 
equal  access  to  the  school  lunches,  the 
Department  contends,  there  is  no  dis¬ 
crimination.  That  logic,  of  course,  is  the 
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reasoning  of  Plessy  against  Ferguson. 
It  maintains  that,  so  long  as  the  food 
programs  are  equal,  they  may  be  sepa¬ 
rate.  That  is  the  logic  which  for  three 
quarters  of  a  century  permitted  separate 
schools,  separate  lunch  counters,  sepa¬ 
rate  facilities. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  Nation  is  now  dedi¬ 
cated  to  the  proposition  that  all  men  are 
created  equal  and  endowed  with  certain 
inalienable  rights.  Congress  has  finally 
declared  that  separate  facilities  cannot 
be  equal.  In  the  Civil  Rights  Act  of  1964 
it  determined  to  end  discrimination  in 
public  programs  and  in  public  places. 

We  have  made  it  illegal  for  there  to  be 
separate  eating  places  for  whites  and  Ne¬ 
groes.  How  then  can  a  department  of 
this  Federal  Government  contend  that 
Congress  would  pei’mit  a  Federal  pi’o- 
gram  to  serve  children  in  segregated  eat¬ 
ing  places? 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  School  Lunch  Act — 
and  the  amendments  which  we  discuss 
today — are  concerned  with  more  than 
filling  empty  stomachs.  They  are  con¬ 
cerned  with  “the  health  and  well  being 
of  the  Nation’s  children.”  Those  words 
come  from  the  declaration  of  policy  in 
the  first  School  Lunch  Act.  The  same 
policy  is  engraved  into  the  act  which  we 
vote  on  today.  Moreover,  the  Child  Nu¬ 
trition  Act  points  to  the  “demonstrated 
l-elationship  between  food  and  good  nu¬ 
trition  and  the  capacity  of  children  to 
develop  and  learn.” 

Mr.  Chaii’man,  it  was  the  historic  hold¬ 
ing  of  the  Supreme  Court  in  Brown 
against  Board  of  Education  a  dozen  years 
ago  that  segregated  schools  are  injurious 
to  both  the  health  and  education  of  the 
Negro  child.  To  quote  the  language  of 
the  Court: 

To  separate  them  from  others  of  similar 
age  and  qualifications  solely  because  of  their 
race  generates  a  feeling  of  inferiority  as  to 
their  status  in  the  community  that  may  af¬ 
fect  their  hearts  and  minds  in  a  way  unlikely 
ever  to  be  undone. 

It  went  on  to  point  out  that : 

Segregation  with  the  sanction  of  law,  there¬ 
fore,  has  a  tendency  to  retard  the  educational 
and  mental  development  of  Negro  children. 

It  concluded: 

Separate  educational  facilities  are  in¬ 
herently  unequal. 

Mr.  Chairman,  it  is  time  that  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Agriculture  began  to  apply 
title  VI  to  the  School  Lunch  Act.  The 
history  of  title  VI  makes  it  clear  that,  as 
other  methods  of  enforcement  of  de¬ 
segregation  fail,  the  school  lunch  pro¬ 
gram  should  begin  to  be  used  toward  that 
end.  The  history  and  language  of  that 
title  also  make  it  clear  that  Federal  funds 
should  not  be  sent  into  school  districts 
where  the  officials  flout  the  law  of  the 
land  with  respect  to  the  desegregation  of 
schools,  and  where  they  make  no  effort 
to  comply  with  desegregation  orders. 

When  we  passed  the  historic  Civil 
Rights  Act  of  1964,  it  was  hoped  that  title 
IV  of  that  act  would  be  enough  to  de¬ 
segregate  the  Nation’s  schools.  But 
those  hopes  have  not  been  justified.  In 
the  majority  of  school  districts  through¬ 
out  the  South,  neither  title  IV,  nor  the 
threat  of  the  cutoff  of  Federal  funds  for 
education  have  proved  sufficient  to  end 
segregation. 


The  figures  on  the  degree  of  desegrega¬ 
tion  are  striking.  On  May  24,  1966,  the 
Christian  Science  Monitor  reported  the 
estimated  statistics  of  school  desegrega¬ 
tion  for  the  year  stai’ting  in  September 

1965.  The  Office  of  Education  estimated, 
according  to  the  report,  that  only  7.5  per¬ 
cent  of  the  Negro  pupils  in  the  11 
Southern  States  are  in  school  with 
whites.  The  Southern  Regional  Council 
in  Atlanta  put  the  figure  even  lower.  It 
maintained  that  only  5.2  percent  of  the 
South’s  Negro  pupils  are  in  desegregated 
classes. 

When  the  Justice  Department  came 
before  Congress  this  spring  with  a  re¬ 
quest  for  a  new  Civil  Rights  Act,  one  of 
the  measures  which  it  said  that  it  need¬ 
ed  was  a  stronger  school  desegregation 
provision.  The  Attorney  General  had 
found  that  title  IV  was  simply  not  strong 
enough  to  do  the  job. 

Mr.  Chainnan,  section  602  of  the  Civil 
Rights  Act  of  1964  authorizes  “each  Fed¬ 
eral  department  and  agency  which  is  em¬ 
powered  to  extend  Federal  financial  as¬ 
sistance  to  any  program  or  activity,  by 
way  of  grant,  loan,  or  contract  other 
than  a  contract  of  insurance  or  guar¬ 
anty,”  to  effectuate  compliance  with  the 
nondiscrimination  requirement  of  sec¬ 
tion  601  “by  the  termination  of  or  re¬ 
fusal  to  grant  or  to  continue  assistance 
under  such  program  or  activity  to  any  re¬ 
cipient  as  to  whom  there  has  been  an  ex¬ 
press  finding  on  the  record,  after  op¬ 
portunity  for  hearing,  of  a  failure  to  com¬ 
ply  with  such  requirement.” 

There  can  be  absolutely  no  question 
that  the  school  lunch  program  was  in¬ 
tended  to  be  covered  by  this  title.  In 
a  letter  of  December  2,  1963,  to  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  chairman  of  the  Judiciary 
Committee,  the  gentleman  from  New 
York  [Mr.  Celler],  Attorney  General 
Katzenbach,  who  was  then  Deputy  At¬ 
torney  General,  included  a  list  of  pro¬ 
grams  which  may  involve  Federal  finan¬ 
cial  assistance  and  which,  insofar  as 
they  do  involve  such  assistance  to  any 
program  or  activity,  would  be  covered  by 
title  VI.  The  list  includes  the  school 
lunch  program. 

On  March  30,  1964,  Vice  President 
Humphrey,  who  was  then  a  Senator  and 
one  of  the  managers  of  the  bill,  stated 
during  the  Senate  debate  on  the  Civil 
Rights  Act  of  1964,  that: 

In  the  administration  of  the  school  lunch 
program  title  VI  would  also  authorize  a  re¬ 
quirement  that  the  schools  receiving  school 
lunch  money  not  engage  in  racial  discrimina¬ 
tion. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  has  explained  its  legal  posi¬ 
tion  in  a  letter  to  me  dated  August  31, 

1966,  by  Edward  M.  Shulman,  Acting 
General  Counsel  of  the  Department.  Mr. 
Shulman  maintains  that : 

The  legislative  history  of  title  VI  evidences 
a  clear  intent  that,  since  the  objective  of 
the  national  school  lunch  program  is  to  feed 
school  children,  the  title  should  not  be  ap¬ 
plied  so  as  to  deny  participation  in  the  pro¬ 
gram  to  schools  in  segregated  school  sys¬ 
tems. 

As  evidence,  he  cites  a  speech  by  Sen¬ 
ator  Pastore,  one  of  the  managers  of 
the  bill. 

But  as  one  of  the  first  advocates  of 
title  VT,  I  am  appalled  to  find  that  the 


Agriculture  Department  would  give  so 
much  weight  to  Senator  Pastore’s  obser¬ 
vations.  His  comments  were  sand¬ 
wiched  in  between  statements  by  Sen¬ 
ator  Long  of  Louisiana  who  complete¬ 
ly  disagreed  with  Senator  Pastore’s  in¬ 
terpretation.  To  quote  Senator  Long: 

Mr.  President,  the  Senator  from  Rhode 
Island  has  made  a  speech  based  on  a  view 
in  direct  conflict  with  the  plain  languaga 
of  this  bill. 

A  few  minutes  later,  Senator  Yar¬ 
borough  lined  up  with  Senator  Long’s 
interpretation  of  the  bill.  And  still  later 
in  the  debate  that  afternoon,  Senator 
Javits  said  that,  as  he  understood  the 
title : 

Where  the  objective  of  the  statute  is  to 
feed  children  rather  than  to  educate  chil¬ 
dren,  those  funds  will  not  be  cut  off  if  there 
is  good  faith  compliance  with  the  other 
parts  of  the  law  with  relation  to  desegrega¬ 
tion. 

Thus  Senator  Javits,  too,  understood 
that  the  title  required  “good  faith  com¬ 
pliance  with  other  parts  of  the  law.” 
Obviously,  the  deliberate  obstruction  of 
the  Supreme  Court  desegregation  de¬ 
cision  in  the  Southern  States  is  not  “good 
faith  compliance.” 

It  is  clear,  therefore,  that  on  the  day 
when  Senator  Pastore  presented  his  view 
of  title  VI,  totally  different  and  contra¬ 
dictory  views  were  presented  by  other 
Members  of  that  body,  some  of  whom 
favored  the  bill  and  some  of  whom  op¬ 
posed  it. 

The  only  discussion  of  the  school  lunch 
program  and  title  VI  on  the  floor  of  the 
House  indicates  that  the  Members  of  this 
body,  in  voting  for  the  title,  believed  that 
it  would  apply  to  school  lunches.  The 
following  colloquy  between  Congress¬ 
man  Poff  and  Congressman  Lindsay 
took  place  on  Februaiy  7, 1964: 

Mr.  Poff.  It  is  my  understanding  that  title 
IV  is  intended  to  deal  only  with  public 
schools.  May  I  inquire  with  reference  to 
title  VI?  If  school  lunch  benefits  or  school 
milk  benefits  are  extended  to  private  schools, 
could  the  Department  of  Agriculture  cut  off 
such  assistance  to  private  schools  under  title 
VI? 

Mr.  Lindsay.  As  I  understood  it,  the  gentle¬ 
man’s  question  was,  are  those  cases  where 
Federal  funds  are  supplied  for  school  milk 
to  private  schools  covered?  The  answer  is 
“yes.” 

Mr.  Chaii’man,  the  language  of  title  VI 
is  plain.  It  makes  no  exception  for  the 
school  lunch  program.  The  intent  of  the 
Members  of  this  body  is  clear :  the  school 
lxmch  program  was  expected  to  be 
covered  by  title  VI.  The  legislative  his¬ 
tory  in  the  other  body  may,  I  concede, 
be  a  bit  cloudy  due  to  the  comment  of 
Senator  Pastore,  but  the  Senate  debate, 
too,  makes  it  clear  that  most  of  the  Mem¬ 
bers  of  that  body  expected  the  school 
lunch  program  to  be  covered  by  title  VI. 

Mr.  Chairman,  practically  every  pro¬ 
gram  reached  by  title  VI  concerns  an 
area  of  need  to  human  beings.  If  non- 
compliance  with  the  law  makes  it  neces¬ 
sary  to  cut  off  funds,  the  responsibility 
rests  with  the  local  officials  who  defy  the 
Constitution  and  the  statutes  passed  by 
the  Congress. 

I  have  been  a  consistant  supporter  of 
Aid  for  Dependent  Children,  and  I  am 
greatly  distui’bed  when  the  discrimina- 
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tory  policies  of  local  officials  make  it  nec¬ 
essary  to  cut  off  or  suspend  welfare  aid 
which  may  be  of  critical  importance  to 
its  recipients.  I  am  a  firm  supporter  of 
medicare  and  I  am  greatly  disturbed  to 
discover  that  some  local  officials  have 
made  it  necessary  to  withhold  medicare 
benefits  from  some  communities. 

However,  the  elimination  of  segrega¬ 
tion  throughout  this  country  is  a  na¬ 
tional  goal  which  can  bow  before  no 
other.  It  is  the  responsibility  of  the  ad¬ 
ministrators  of  Federal  programs  to  use 
those  programs  to  help  to  achieve  de¬ 
segregation.  In  the  field  of  school  de¬ 
segregation,  where  other  Federal  efforts 
appear  to  have  failed  in  large  measure, 
there  can  be  no  excuse  for  the  continued 
failure  of  the  administration  to  use  the 
school  lunch  program — and  the  pro¬ 
grams  which  we  will  vote  on  this  after¬ 
noon  to  end  discrimination. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  importance  of  the 
school  lunch  program  as  a  lever  for 
school  desegregation  has  been  under¬ 
lined  by  the  action  of  the  Alabama  Sen¬ 
ate  which  last  night  approved  Governor 
Wallace’s  plan  to  prohibit  the  State’s 
public  schools  from  desegregating  volun¬ 
tarily  under  the  guidelines  established  by 
the  Office  of  Education.  If  the  bill  passes 
the  Alabama  House,  as  is  expected,  and 
is  signed  by  the  Governor,  then  the  funds 
dispersed  by  the  Office  of  Education  will 
no  longer  serve  as  a  lever  to  persuade 
Alabama  schools  to  desegregate.  In  that 
situation  it  would  seem  clear  that  the 
administration  should  do  what  it  can 
to  use  the  funds  dispersed  under  the 
school  lunch  program  to  achieve  desegre¬ 
gation  in  Alabama. 

Therefore,  today  I  have  sent  a  letter 
to  the  Vice  President,  urging  him  to  take 
immediate  steps  to  assure  that  programs 
administered  by  the  Agriculture  Depart¬ 
ment  are  utilized  to  achieve  the  objec¬ 
tives  of  the  Civil  Rights  Act  of  1964.  I 
have  asked  him  to  convene  a  meeting  of 
representatives  of  the  Justice  Depart¬ 
ment,  the  Department  of  Agriculture, 
and  the  Department  of  Health,  Educa¬ 
tion,  and  Welfare  to  explore  ways  in 
which  the  programs  administered  by  the 
Department  of  Agriculture  can  best  be 
utilized  to  achieve  desegregation  of  the 
Nation’s  schools.  I  have  also  called 
upon  the  Attorney  General  to  take  im¬ 
mediate  action. 

Mr.  Chairman,  it  is  time  that  the  Agri¬ 
culture  Department  ended  a  policy 
which,  in  effect,  makes  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment  a  catering  service  for  segre¬ 
gated  eating  facilities.  It  is  time  that 
the  Agriculture  Department  recognized 
that  a  program  designed  to  promote  the 
“health  and  well-being  of  the  Nation’s 
children”  cannot  successfully  operate 
through  segregated  schools — for  a  seg¬ 
regated  climate  is  inherently  unhealthy. 
It  is  time  that  the  administration  recog¬ 
nized  that  a  program  designed  to  im¬ 
prove  education  by  improving  nutrition, 
cannot  be  divorced  from  the  other  edu¬ 
cational  policies  of  the  Government. 

Mr.  RYAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  in  short 
I  believe  it  is  high  time  that  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture 
enforced  the  law  as  we  wrote  it. 

Mr.  HAGEN  of  California.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  yield  4  minutes  to  the 


gentleman  from  New  York  [Mr. 
Resnick]  . 

(Mr.  RESNICK  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 

vMr.  RESNICK.  Mr.  Chairman,  as  one 
of  the  cosponsors  of  this  piece  of  legis¬ 
lation,  I  rise  in  wholehearted  support  of 
it. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  believe  that  this  legis¬ 
lation  can  be  held  as  landmark  legis¬ 
lation.  I  believe  especially  that  the 
breakfast  program  deserves  our  com¬ 
mendation  and  our  attention. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  was  particularly  im¬ 
pressed  by  the  studies  done  in  one 
children’s  program  wherein  it  was  point¬ 
ed  out  that  when  the  children  came  to 
school  on  Monday  they  ate  approximately 
twice  as  much  for  breakfast  as  they  did 
on  Friday.  This  was  true  because  they 
were  so  starved  over  the  weekend  that 
they  required  this  extra  food  at  the  be- 
gining  of  the  week. 

I  think  I  can  add  in  parenthesis,  that 
it  is  a  very  sad  commentary  that  this,  in 
the  richest  Nation  in  the  world,  can  have 
this  happen.  That  young  children  who 
through  no  fault  of  their  own,  and  who 
do  not  have  a  choice  of  parents  or  where 
they  are  going  to  live,  have  to  go  to 
school  hungry. 

I  think  this  bill  will  go  a  long  way  in 
bringing  quality  into  education  to  the 
children  because,  as  we  have  heard  many 
times  this  afternoon,  a  child  who  is 
hungry  finds  it  very  difficult  to  study. 

As  a  Member  who  has  been  very  in¬ 
terested  in  the  struggle  for  human  rights 
and  civil  rights,  I  feel  that  this  act  and 
the  money  spent  under  this  act  certainly 
come  under  title  VI. 

I  disagree  with  my  friend  from  New 
York  that  it  is  a  question  of  separate 
but  equal.  That  we,  here  in  this  bill, 
cannot  attempt  to  straighten  out  all  the 
wrongs  in  all  the  school  systems  through¬ 
out  the  United  States.  We  are  interested 
in  this  bill  not  with  schools  but  we  are 
interested  in  schoolchildren.  We  want  to 
see  that  these  children  get  fed  and  get 
fed  properly.  I  think  this  is  our  over¬ 
whelming  desire  in  this  particular  legis¬ 
lation. 

I  believe  that  there  is  other  legislation 
that  we  have  passed  this  session  and 
there  will  be  other  legislation  in  Con¬ 
gresses  to  come. 

Mr.  CONYERS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  am 
very  pleased  to  concur  with  my  distin¬ 
guished  colleague  from  New  York.  As 
a  matter  of  fact,  I  would  like  to  keep 
peace  among  my  friends  from  New  York 
in  the  delegation. 

I  think  that  there  is  no  question,  and 
it  has  been  expressed  by  members  of  the 
committee  and  by  members  of  the  judi¬ 
ciary  who  were  here  when  title  VI  of  the 
1964  Civil  Rights  Act  was  debated  and 
passed,  that  the  school  lunch  program,  of 
course,  comes  under  the  provisions  of 
that  civil  rights  bill. 

I  concur  with  all  that  has  been  said 
in  commendation  to  this  committee  for 
attempting  to  extend  such  a  worthwhile 
program.  I  would  especially  like  to  com¬ 
mend  Chairman  Cooley  and  Subcom¬ 
mittee  Chairman  Harlan  Hagan  for  their 
sincere  efforts  in  supporting  this  pro¬ 
gram.  In  fact,  I  would  remind  my  col¬ 


leagues  that  we  are  living  in  a  time  of 
the  greatest  affluence  of  any  civilization 
in  history.  I  think  that  our  programs 
to  spread  and  expand  this  program  are 
certainly  such  as  to  receive  the  com¬ 
mendations  from  people  in  every  walk  of 
life. 

In  the  ghettos  and  in  the  poverty- 
stricken  rural  areas,  it  seems  to  me  we 
are  addressing  a  question,  my  colleagues, 
which  in  some  way  can  answer  some  of 
the  disturbances  that  we  have  found  to 
be  going  on.  I  particularly  support  the 
nonfood  assistance  program,  and  would 
like  to  elaborate  upon  its  importance  in 
the  Child  Nutrition  Act. 

Despite  the  expansion  of  the  school 
lunch  program  in  the  last  20  years,  there 
are  large  numbers  of  children  who  do 
not  receive  a  complete  lunch  at  school 
each  day — and  many  of  these  children 
are  those  who  need  it  the  most.  Those 
9  million  youngsters,  a  significant  pro¬ 
portion  of  whom  are  in  the  needy  cate¬ 
gory  attend  schools  where  lunch  facili¬ 
ties  are  not  available.  Frequently,  the 
schools  which  have  been  unable  to  have 
a  lunch  program  are  small  ones,  located 
in  rural  areas.  The  same  problem  exists 
in  the  older  schools  in  the  economically 
distressed  areas  of  our  cities  where 
limited  financial  resources  make  it  im¬ 
possible  to  provide  a  lunch  service.  In 
contrast,  the  suburban  areas  have  been 
able  to  finance  lunch  rooms  in  their 
schools. 

This  lack  of  food  service  facilities  is 
not  a  problem  which  exists  in  only  a  few 
States  or  in  only  a  few  areas.  Rather, 
it  is  an  extensive  problem  and  steps 
need  to  be  taken  to  help  provide  food 
service  in  these  schools  where  the  local 
communities  need  this  help. 

Since  the  National  School  Lunch  Pro¬ 
gram  is  locally  oriented,  the  responsi¬ 
bility  for  providing  food  service  equip¬ 
ment  is  likewise  a  local  one.  However, 
many  of  the  economically  distressed 
areas  are  not  financially  able  to  bear  the 
whole  of  this  burden.  Further,  educa¬ 
tors  have  found  that  “You  can’t  teach  a 
hungry  child” — and  the  noticeable  im¬ 
provement  in  attendance,  attention  span 
and  academic  achievements  when  a 
lunch  service  is  initiated  attest  to  the 
validity  of  this  principle. 

It  is  for  these  reasons,  therefore,  that 
I  firmly  believe  that  every  schoolchild 
regardless  of  his  parent’s  income  or  his 
neighborhood  should  have  the  oppor¬ 
tunity  to  have  an  adequate  nutritious 
school  lunch  and  strongly  support  sec¬ 
tion  5 — to  assist  the  schools  in  low- 
income  areas  to  acquire  food  service 
equipment. 

This  section  does  not  completely  re¬ 
lieve  the  local  community  of  either  its 
financial  responsibility  or  its  social  obli¬ 
gations  for  providing  nutritious  lunches 
to  its  children.  To  the  contrary,  it  con¬ 
templates  the  supplementation  of  the 
Federal  funds  because  one-fourth  of  the 
cost  of  any  new  food  service  equipment 
must  be  borne  locally.  Also  involved  is 
the  determination  of  local  needs,  the  de¬ 
velopment  of  a  project  type  application, 
and  justification  of  need  for  such  assist¬ 
ance  by  the  community. 

Mr.  HAGEN  of  California.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  while  I  still  have  this  extra  time,  I 
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wish  to  commend  the  members  of  this 
committee  who  have  worked  on  this  and 
other  programs — for  example,  the  gen¬ 
tlewoman  from  Washington  [Mrs.  May]  , 
who  was  a  most  valuable  member  of  the 
Committee  on  Agriculture  and  of  this 
Congress;  the  gentleman  from  New  York 
[Mr.  Resnick],  who  is  a  relative  fresh¬ 
man  and  who  has  expressed  great  inter¬ 
est  in  the  economic  welfare  not  only  of 
the  poor  and  handicapped  around  the 
country  but  also  in  the  welfare  of  his 
farmer  constituents. 

I  have  already  mentioned  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Minnesota  [Mr.  Quie]  and 
the  gentleman  from  Illinois  [Mr.  Find¬ 
ley],  who  has  also  contributed  a  great 
deal  to  the  program.  There  are  others — 
I  cannot  name  all  of  them. 

I  hope  we  may  get  an  almost  unani¬ 
mous  vote  on  the  passage  of  this  legisla¬ 
tion.  I  think  it  is  one  of  the  major 
pieces  of  legislation  in  this  session. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  have  no  further  re¬ 
quests  for  time. 

Mr.  ARENDS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  make 
the  point  of  order  that  a  quorum  is  not 
present. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  will 
count.  [After  counting.]  Eighty-nine 
members  are  present,  not  a  quorum. 
The  Clerk  will  call  the  roll. 


The  Clerk  called  the  roll,  and  the  fol¬ 
lowing  Members  failed  to  answer  to  their 
names : 


[Roll  No.  263] 

Abbitt 

Hagan,  Ga. 

Powell 

Abernethy 

Halleck 

Rees 

Addabbo 

Hansen,  Wash. 

Reid,  Ill. 

Anderson,  HI. 

Harvey,  Ind. 

Reid,  N.Y. 

Ashbrook 

Hays 

Reinecke 

Ashmore 

Hebert 

Rhodes,  Ariz. 

Baring 

Herlong 

Rivers,  S.C. 

Battin 

Horton 

Roberts 

Beckworth 

Hosmer 

Robison 

Bell 

Howard 

Rogers,  Colo. 

Berry 

Jones,  Mo. 

Rogers,  Tex. 

Bolling 

Jones,  N.C. 

Rostenkowski 

Bolton 

Kelly 

Roush 

Bow 

Keogh 

Satterfield 

Burleson 

King,  N.Y. 

St  Germain 

Burton,  Utah 

Kluczynski 

Saylor 

Callaway 

Kornegay 

Schisler 

Carter 

Krebs 

Schmidhauser 

Celler 

Laird 

Scott 

Clark 

Landrum 

Senner 

Cohelan 

Leggett 

Sickles 

Corbett 

Long,  La. 

Stephens 

Corman 

Long,  Md. 

Sweeney 

Cunningham 

McClory 

Taylor 

Curtis 

McEwen 

Teague,  Calif. 

Dague 

McMillan 

Teague,  Tex. 

Davis,  Ga. 

Machen 

Thomas 

Dawson 

Mackay 

Thompson,  Tex. 

Diggs 

Mackie 

Toll 

Dulski 

Madden 

Tunney 

Duncan,  Oreg. 

Martin,  Ala. 

Tupper 

Edmondson 

Martin,  Mass. 

Tuten 

Edwards,  La. 

Martin,  Nebr. 

Ullman 

Evins,  Tenn. 

Mathias 

Utt 

Fallon 

Mink 

Van  Deerlin 

Fascell 

Minshall 

Waggonmer 

Fino 

Moeller 

Walker,  Miss. 

Fisher 

Morrison 

Watkins 

Flynt 

Mosher 

Watts 

Frelinghuysen 

Multer 

Whalley 

Friedel 

Murphy,  HI. 

Williams 

Fulton,  Tenn. 

Murray 

Willis 

Gallagher 

O'Brien 

Wilson,  Bob 

Garmatz 

O’Konski 

Wilson, 

Gettys  ' 

Olson,  Minn. 

Charles  H. 

GUligan 

O’Neill,  Ga. 

Wyatt 

Green,  Oreg. 

O’Neill,  Mass. 

Yates 

Griffiths 

Pool 

Zablocki 

Accordingly,  the  Committee  rose;  and 
the  Speaker  pro  tempore,  Mr.  Albert, 
having  assumed  the  chair,  Mr.  Olsen  of 
Montana,  Chairman  of  the  Committee 
ol  the  Whole  House  on  the  State  of  the 


Union  reported  that  that  Committee 
having  had  under  consideration  the  bill, 
H.R.  13361,  and  finding  itself  wtihout  a 
quorum,  he  had  directed  the  roll  to  be 
called  when  292  Members  responded  to 
their  names,  a  quorum,  and  he  submitted 
herewith  the  names  of  the  absentees  to 
be  spread  upon  the  Journal. 

The  Committee  resumed  its  sitting. 
The  CHAIRMAN.  There  being  no  fur¬ 
ther  requests  for  time,  pursuant  to  the 
rule  the  Clerk  will  now  read  the  substi¬ 
tute  committee  amendment  printed  in 
the  reported  bill  as  an  original  bill  for 
the  purpose  of  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows; 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House 
of  Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled,  That  this 
Act  may  be  cited  as  the  ‘‘Child  Nutrition 
Act  of  1966’'. 

DECLARATION  OF  PURPOSE 

Sec.  2.  In  recognition  of  the  demonstrated 
relationship  between  food  and  good  nutrition 
and  the  capacity  of  children  to  develop  and 
learn,  based  on  the  years  of  cumulative  suc¬ 
cessful  experience  under  the  national  school 
lunch  program  with  its  significant  contribu¬ 
tions  in  the  field  of  applied  nutrition  re¬ 
search,  it  is  hereby  declared  to  be  the  policy 
of  Congress  that  these  efforts  shall  be  ex¬ 
tended,  expanded,  and  strengthened  under 
the  authority  of  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
as  a  measure  to  safeguard  the  health  and 
well-being  of  the  Nation’s  children,  and  to 
encourage  the  domestic  consumption  of  agri¬ 
cultural  and  other  foods,  by  assisting  States, 
through  grants-in-aid  and  other  means,  to 
meet  more  effectively  the  nutritional  needs  of 
our  children. 

SPECIAL  MILK  PROGRAM  AUTHORIZATION 

Sec.  3.  There  is  hereby  authorized  to  be 
appropriated  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June 
30,  1967,  not  to  exceed  $110,000,000;  for  the 
fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1968,  not  to  exceed 
$115,000,000;  and  for  each  of  the  two  succeed¬ 
ing  fiscal  years  not  to  exceed  $120,000,000,  to 
enable  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  under 
such  rules  and  regulations  as  he  may  deem  in 
the  public  interest,  to  encourage  consump¬ 
tion  of  fluid  milk  by  children  in  the  United 
States  in  ( 1 )  nonprofit  schools  of  high  school 
grade  and  under,  and  (2)  nonprofit  nursery 
schools,  child-care  centers,  settlement 
houses,  summer  camps,  and  similar  nonprofit 
institutions  devoted  to  the  care  and  train¬ 
ing  of  children.  For  the  purpose  of  this  sec¬ 
tion  “United  States”  means  the  fifty  States 
and  the  District  of  Columbia.  The  Secre¬ 
tary  shall  administer  the  special  milk  pro¬ 
gram  provided  for  by  this  section  to  the 
maximum  extent  practicable  in  the  same 
manner  as  he  administered  the  special  milk 
program  provided  for  by  Public  Law  85-478, 
as  amended,  during  the  fiscal  year  ended 
June  30,  1966. 

SCHOOL  BREAKFAST  PROGRAM  AUTHORIZATION 

Sec.  4.  (a)  There  is  hereby  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  for  the  fiscal  year  ending 
June  30,  1967,  not  to  exceed  $7,500,000;  and 
for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1968,  not 
to  exceed  $10,000,000,  to  enable  the  Secretary 
to  formulate  and  carry  out  a  pilot  program 
to  assist  States  through  grants-in-aid  and 
other  means,  to  initiate,  maintain,  or  expand 
nonprofit  breakfast  programs  in  schools. 

APPORTIONMENT  TO  STATES 

(b)  Of  the  funds  appropriated  for  the  pur¬ 
poses  of  this  section,  the  Secretary  shall  for 
each  fiscal  year,  (1)  apportion  $2,600,000 
equally  among  the  States  other  than  Guam, 
the  Virgin  Islands,  and  American  Samoa,  and 
$45,000  equally  among  Guam,  the  Virgin 
Islands,  and  American  Samoa,  and  (2)  appor¬ 
tion  the  remainder  among  the  States  in  ac¬ 


cordance  with  the  apportionment  formula 
contained  in  section  4  of  the  National  School 
Lunch  Act,  as  amended. 

STATE  DISBURSEMENT  TO  SCHOOLS 

(c)  Funds  apportioned  and  paid  to  any 
State  for  the  purpose  of  this  section  shall  be 
disbursed  by  the  State  educational  agency 
to  schools  selected  by  the  State  educational 
agency,  to  reimburse  such  schools  for  the 
cost  of  obtaining  agricultural  and  other  foods 
for  consumption  by  needy  children  in  a 
breakfast  program  and  for  the  purpose  of 
subsection  (e).  Such  food  costs  many  in¬ 
clude,  in  addition  to  the  purchase  price,  the 
cost  of  processing,  distributing,  transporting, 
storing  and  handling.  Disbursement  to 
schools  shall  be  made  at  such  rates  per  meal 
or  on  such  other  basis  as  the  Secretary  shall 
prescribe.  In  selecting  schools,  the  State 
educational  agency  shall,  to  the  extent  prac¬ 
ticable,  give  first  consideration  to  those 
schools  drawing  attendance  from  areas  in 
which  poor  economic  conditions  exist  and  to 
those  schools  to  which  a  substantial  propor¬ 
tion  of  the  children  enrolled  must  travel  long 
distances  daily. 

(d)  In  circumstances  of  severe  need  where 
the  rate  per  meal  established  by  the  Secre¬ 
tary  is  deemed  by  him  insufficient  to  carry 
on  an  effective  breakfast  program  in  a  school, 
the  Secretary  may  authorize  financial  assist¬ 
ance  up  to  80  per  centum  of  the  operating 
costs  of  such  a  program,  including  cost  of 
obtaining,  preparing,  and  serving  food.  In 
the  selection  of  schools  to  receive  assistance 
under  this  section,  the  State  educational 
agency  shall  require  applicant  schools  to 
provide  justification  of  the  need  for  such 
assistance. 

NUTRITIONAL  AND  OTHER  PROGRAM 
REQUIREMENTS 

(e)  Breakfasts  served  by  schools  partici¬ 
pating  in  the  school  breakfast  program  under 
this  section  shall  consist  of  a  combination  of 
foods  and  shall  meet  minimum  nutritional 
requirements  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  on 
the  basis  of  tested  nutritional  research. 
Such  breakfasts  shall  be  served  without  cost 
or  at  a  reduced  cost  only  to  children  who  are 
determined  by  local  school  authorities  to  be 
unable  to  pay  the  full  cost  of  the  breakfast. 
In  making  such  determinations,  such  local 
authorities  should,  to  the  extent  practicable, 
consult  with  public  welfare  and  health  agen¬ 
cies.  No  physical  segregation  of  or  other  dis¬ 
crimination  against  any  child  shall  be  made 
by  the  school  because  of  his  inability  to  pay. 

NONPROFIT  PRIVATE  SCHOOLS 

(f)  The  withholding  of  funds  for  and  dis¬ 
bursement  to  nonprofit  private  schools  will 
be  effected  in  accordance  with  section  10  of 
the  National  School  Lunch  Act,  as  amended, 
exclusive  of  the  matching  provision  thereof. 

NONFOOD  ASSISTANCE  PROGRAM  AUTHORIZATION 

Sec.  5.  (a)  There  is  hereby  authorized  to  be 
appropriated  for  the  fiscal  year  ending 
June  30,  1967,  not  to  exceed  $12,000,000,  for 
the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1968,  not  to 
exceed  $15,000,000,  for  each  of  the  two  fiscal 
years  ending  June  30,  1969,  and  June  30, 
1970,  not  to  exceed  $18,000,000,  and  for  each 
fiscal  year  thereafter  such  sums  as  the  Con¬ 
gress  may  hereafter  authorize,  to  enable  the 
Secretary  to  formulate  and  carry  out  a  pro¬ 
gram  to  assist  the  States  through  grants-in- 
aid  and  other  means  to  supply  schools  draw¬ 
ing  attendance  from  areas  in  which  poor 
economic  conditions  exist  with  facilities, 
other  than  land  and  buildings,  for  the 
storage,  preparation,  transportation,  and 
serving  of  food  to  enable  such  schools  to 
establish,  maintain,  and  expand  school  food 
service  programs.  In  the  case  of  nonprofit 
private  schools,  such  facilities  shall  be  for 
use  of  such  schools  principally  in  connection 
with  child  feeding  programs  authorized  in 
this  Act  and  in  the  National  School  Lunch 
Act,  as  amended,  and  in  the  event  the  fa- 
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cilities  are  no  longer  so  used,  that  part  of 
such  facilities  financed  with  Federal  funds, 
or  the  residual  value  thereof,  shall  revert 
to  the  United  States. 

APPORTIONMENTS  TO  STATES 

(b)  The  Secretary  shall  apportion  the 
funds  appropriated  for  the  purposes  of  this 
section  among  the  States  during  each  fiscal 
year  on  the  same  basis  as  apportionments 
are  made  under  section  4  of  the  National 
School  Lunch  Act,  as  amended,  for  supply¬ 
ing  agricultural  and  other  foods,  except  that 
apportionment  to  American  Samoa  for  any 
fiscal  year  shall  be  on  the  same  basis  as  the 
apportionment  to  the  other  States.  Pay¬ 
ments  to  any  State  of  funds  apportioned  for 
any  fiscal  year  shall  be  made  upon  condition 
that  at  least  one-fourth  of  the  cost  of  any 
facilities  financed  under  this  subsection  shall 
be  borne  by  State  or  local  funds, 

STATE  DISBURSEMENT  TO  SCHOOLS 

(c)  Funds  apportioned  and  paid  to  any 
State  for  the  purpose  of  this  section  shall 
be  disbursed  by  the  State  educational  agency 
to  assist  schools,  which  draw  attendance 
from  areas  in  which  poor  economic  con¬ 
ditions  exist  and  which  have  no,  or  grossly 
inadequate,  facilities,  to  conduct  a  school 
food  service  program,  and  to  acquire  such 
facilities.  In  the  selection  of  schools  to  re¬ 
ceive  assistance  under  this  section,  the  State 
educational  agency  shall  require  applicant 
schools  to  provide  justification  of  the  need 
for  such  asistance  and  the  inability  of  the 
school  to  finance  the  food  service  equipment 
and  facilities  needed.  Disbursements  to  any 
school  may  be  made,  by  advances  or  reim¬ 
bursements,  only  after  approval  by  the 
State  educational  agency  of  a  request  by 
the  school  for  funds,  accompanied  by  a  de¬ 
tailed  description  of  the  facilities  to  be  ac¬ 
quired  and  the  plans  for  the  use  thereof  in 
effectively  meeting  the  nutritional  needs  of 
children  in  the  school. 

NONPROFIT  PRIVATE  SCHOOLS 

(d)  The  withholding  of  funds  for  and 
disbursement  to  nonprofit  private  schools 
will  be  effected  in  accordance  with  section 
10  of  the  National  School  Lunch  Act,  as 
amended,  exclusive  of  the  matching  pro¬ 
vision  thereof. 

PAYMENTS  TO  STATES 

Sec.  6.  The  Secretary  shall  certify  to  the 
Secretary  of  the  Treasury  from  time  to  time 
the  amounts  to  be  paid  to  any  State  under 
sections  3  through  7  of  this  Act  and  the 
time  or  times  such  amounts  are  to  be  paid; 
and  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  shall  pay 
to  the  State  at  the  time  or  times  fixed  by 
the  Secretary  the  amounts  so  certified. 

STATE  ADMINISTRATIVE  EXPENSES 

Sec.  7.  The  Secretary  may  utilize  funds  ap¬ 
propriated  under  this  section  for  advances 
to  each  State  educational  agency  for  use  for 
its  administrative  expenses  in  supervising 
and  giving  technical  asistance  to  the  local 
school  districts  in  their  conducting  of  pro¬ 
grams  under  this  Act.  Such  funds  shall 
be  advanced  only  in  amounts  and  to  the 
extent  determined  necesary  by  the  Secre¬ 
tary  to  assist  such  State  agencies  in  the  ad¬ 
ministration  of  additional  activities  under¬ 
taken  by  them  under  section  11  of  the  Na¬ 
tional  School  Lunch  Act,  as  amended,  and 
sections  4  and  5  of  this  Act.  There  are 
hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  such 
sums  as  may  be  necessary  for  the  purposes 
this  section. 

UTILIZATION  OF  FOODS 

Sec.  8.  Each  school  participating  under  sec¬ 
tion  4  of  this  Act  shall,  insofar  as  practicable, 
utilize  in  its  program  foods  designated  from 
tune  to  time  by  the  Secretary  as  being  in 
abundance,  either  nationally  or  in  the  school 
area,  or  foods  donated  by  the  Secretary. 
Foods  available  under  section  416  of  the  Agri¬ 
cultural  Act  of  1949  (63  Stat.  1058),  as 
amended,  or  purchased  under  section  32  of 


the  Act  of  August  24,  1935  (49  Stat.  774) ,  as 
amended,  or  section  709  of  the  Food  and  Agri¬ 
culture  Act  of  1965  (79  Stat.  1212),  may  be 
donated  by  the  Secretary  to  schools,  in  ac¬ 
cordance  with  the  needs  as  determined  by 
local  school  authorities,  for  utilization  in 
their  feeding  programs  under  this  Act. 

NONPROFIT  PROGRAMS 

Sec.  9.  The  food  and  milk  service  programs 
in  schools  and  nonprofit  institutions  receiv¬ 
ing  assistance  under  this  Act  shall  be  con¬ 
ducted  on  a  nonprofit  basis. 

REGULATIONS 

Sec.  10.  The  Secretary  shall  prescribe  such 
regulations  as  he  may  deem  necessary  to 
carry  out  this  Act. 

PROHIBITIONS 

Sec.  11.  (a)  In  carrying  out  the  provisions 
of  sections  3  through  5  of  this  Act,  neither 
the  Secretary  nor  the  State  shall  impose  any 
requirements  with  respect  to  teaching  per¬ 
sonnel,  curriculum,  instruction,  methods  of 
instruction,  and  materials  of  instruction. 

(b)  The  value  of  assistance  to  children 
under  this  Act  shall  not  be  considered  to  be 
income  or  resources  for  any  purpose  under 
any  Federal  or  State  laws  including,  but  not 
limited  to,  laws  relating  to  taxation,  welfare, 
and  public  assistance  programs.  Expendi¬ 
tures  of  funds  from  State  and  local  sources 
for  the  maintenance  of  food  programs  for 
children  shall  not  be  diminished  as  a  result 
of  funds  received  under  this  Act. 

CENTRALIZATION  OF  ADMINISTRATION 

Sec.  12.  Authority  for  the  conduct  and  su¬ 
pervision  of  Federal  programs  to.  assist 
schools  in  providing  food  service  programs 
for  children  is  assigned  to  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture.  To  the  extent  prac¬ 
ticable,  other  Federal  agencies  administering 
programs  under  which  funds  are  to  be  pro¬ 
vided  to  schools  for  such  assistance  shall 
transfer  such  funds  to  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  for  distribution  through  the  ad¬ 
ministrative  channels  and  in  accordance  with 
the  standards  established  under  this  Act  and 
the  National  School  Lunch  Act. 

PRESCHOOL  PROGRAMS 

Sec.  13.  The  Secretary  may  extend  the  ben¬ 
efits  of  all  school  feeding  programs  conducted 
and  supervised  by  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture  to  include  preschool  programs  op¬ 
erated  as  part  of  the  school  system. 

Sec.  14.  There  is  hereby  authorized  to  be 
appropriated  for  any  fiscal  year  such  sums 
as  may  be  necessary  to  the  Secretary  for  his 
administrative  expense  under  this  Act. 

miscellaneous  provisions  and  definitions 

Sec.  15.  For  the  purposes  of  this  Act — 

(a)  “State”  means  any  of  the  fifty  States, 
the  District  of  Columbia,  the  Commonwealth 
of  Puerto  Rico,  the  Virgin  Islands,  Guam,  or 
American  Samoa. 

(b)  “State  educational  agency”  means,  as 
the  State  legislature  may  determine,  (1)  the 
chief  State  school  officer  (such  as  the  State 
superintendent  of  public  instruction,  com¬ 
missioner  of  education,  or  similar  officer) ,  or 
(2)  a  board  of  education  controlling  the  State 
department  of  education. 

(c)  “Nonprofit  private  school”  means  any 
private  school  excempt  from  income  tax  un¬ 
der  section  501  (c)  (3)  of  the  Internal  Revenue 
Code  of  1954. 

(d)  “School”  means  any  public  or  non¬ 
profit  private  school  of  high  school  grade 
or  under,  including  kindergarten  and  pre¬ 
school  programs  operated  by  such  school  and, 
with  respect  to  Puerto  Rico,  shall  also  in¬ 
clude  nonprofit  child-care  centers  certified 
as  such  by  the  Governor  of  Puerto  Rico. 

(e)  “Secretary"  means  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture. 

ACCOUNTS  AND  RECORDS 

Sec.  16.  States,  State  educational  agencies, 
schools,  and  nonprofit  institutions  partici¬ 
pating  in  programs  under  this  Act  shall  keep 
such  accounts  and  records  as  may  be  neces- 


September  1,  I960 

sary  to  enable  the  Secretary  to  determine 
whether  there  has  been  compliance  with  this 
Act  and  the  regulations  hereunder.  Such 
accounts  and  records  shall  at  all  times  be 
available  for  inspection  and  audit  by  repre¬ 
sentatives  of  the  Secretary  and  shall  be  pre¬ 
served  for  such  period  of  time,  not  in  excess 
of  three  years,  as  the  Secretary  determines 
is  necessary. 

Mr.  HAGEN  of  California  (during  the 
reading  of  the  bill) .  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  bill  be 
considered  as  read  and  open  for  amend¬ 
ment  at  any  point. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Without  objection, 
it  is  so  ordered. 

There  was  no  objection. 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  QUIE 

Mr.  QUIE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer  an 
amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows : 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Quie:  On  page 
35,  Tines  8  and  9,  strike  out  the  words  “fa¬ 
cilities,  other  than  land  and  buildings,”  and 
insert  in  lieu  thereof  the  word  “equipment”. 

On  page  35,  line  12,  strike  out  the  word 
“facilities”  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  the 
word  “equipment”. 

On  page  35,  line  15,  strike  out  the  words 
“the  facilities  are”  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof 
the  words  “such  equipment  is”. 

On  page  35,  line  16,  strike  out  the  word 
“facilities”  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  the 
word  "equipment". 

Mr.  QUIE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would 
like  to  explain  to  the  membership  what 
this  amendment  does. 

Mr.  Chairman,  it  makes  a  change  ex¬ 
actly  like  we  did  in  the  Committee  on 
Education  and  Labor  when  we  considered 
this  legislation. 

Since  the  administration  needs  the 
equipment,  we  decided  to  write  the  word 
“equipment”  in  rather  than  the  words 
“facilities  other  than  buildings  and 
land”. 

Mr.  HAGEN  of  California.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  QUIE.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  HAGEN  of  California.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  understand  that  this  amendment 
merely  clarifies  the  intent  of  the  com¬ 
mittee  and  I  accept  the  amendment. 

Mr.  QUIE.  I  thank  the  gentleman. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentleman 
from  Minnesota  [Mr.  Quie]. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MRS.  MAY 

Mrs.  MAY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer  an 
amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows : 

Amendment  offered,  by  Mrs.  May;  On  page 
39,  after  line  25,  insert; 

“OVERSEAS  DEPENDENT  SCHOOLS 

“Sec.  15.  (a)  There  is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  for  any  fiscal  year  such 
sums  as  may  be  necessary  to  extend  to  chil¬ 
dren  attending  overseas  dependent  schools 
administered  by  the  Department  of  Defense 
the  benefits  of  this  Act  and  of  the  National 
School  Lunch  Act,  as  amended. 

“(b)  The  Secretary,  after  appropriate  con¬ 
sultation  with  the  Secretary  of  Defense,  is 
authorized  to  make  such  rules  and  regula¬ 
tions  as  he  deems  necessary  to  carry  out  the 
purposes  of  this  section.” 

On  page  40,  lines  2  and  21,  strike  out  “Sec. 
15.”  and  “Sec.  16”  and  insert  respectively 
“Sec.  16”  and  “Sec.  17”. 

Mrs.  MAY.  Mr.  Chairman,  during 
general  debate  I  spoke  about  the  170,000 
of  our  children  who  are  overseas. 
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Mr.  HAGEN  of  California.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  will  the  gentlewoman  yield? 

Mrs.  MAY.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  HAGEN  of  California.  In  the  in¬ 
terest  of  time,  I  wish  to  say  that  this  is 
not  an  amendment  which  was  considered 
in  our  committee.  I  understand  it  is  the 
subject  of  a  bill  which  is  before  an¬ 
other  standing  committee  of  the  House. 
However,  as  far  as  I  personally  am  con¬ 
cerned,  I  am  willing  to  accept  the 
amendment. 

Mrs.  MAY.  I  thank  the  gentleman 
very  much. 

Mr.  HAGEN  of  California.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  would  like  to  ask  one  clarifying 
question.  As  I  understand  your  amend¬ 
ment  to  implement  this  extension  pro¬ 
gram,  there  would  have  to  be  separate 
appropriations? 

Mrs.  MAY.  Yes,  that  is  correct.  Up 
until  now  they  have  not  had  the  right 
to  the  benefits  of  our  school  lunch  pro¬ 
gram.  I  refer  to  our  American  children 
overseas. 

Mr.  HAGEN  of  California.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  on  the  basis  of  that  understanding, 
I  accept  the  amendment. 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  PUCINSKI 

Mr.  PUCINSKI.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
offer  an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Pucinski:  On 
page  32,  line  20,  insert  after  “Virgin  Islands” 
the  following :  “Trust  Territory  of  the  Pacific 
Islands.” 

On  page  32,  line  21,  insert  after  “Virgin 
Islands”  the  following:  “Trust  Territory  of 
the  Pacific  Islands.” 

On  page  40,  line  5,  insert  after  “Virgin  Is¬ 
lands”  the  following:  “Trust  Territory  of 
the  Pacific  Islands.” 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
from  Illinois  is  recognized  for  5  minutes. 

Mr.  PUCINSKI.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
shall  not  take  my  full  5  minutes - 

Mr.  HAGEN  of  California.  Mr. 
Chairman,  will  the  gentleman  yield  for 
a  moment  before  you  proceed  further? 

I  would  like  to  say  that  we  accept  your 
amendment. 

Mr.  PUCINSKI.  I  would  like  the 
Record  to  show  that  this  amendment 
was  offered  by  our  colleague  from 
Hawaii  [Mrs.  Mink]  who  could  not  be 
here  today.  She  is  a  member  of  my  sub¬ 
committee,  the  Select  Committee  on 
Education  of  the  House  Committee  on 
Education  and  Labor.  We  have  re¬ 
ported  out  a  bill  similar  to  the  one  that 
is  before  us  here.  Our  bill  was  an 
amendment  to  the  school  lunch  program, 
which  comes  under  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  House  Committee  on  Education  and 
Labor.  The  pilot  programs  in  this  bill 
are  incorporated  as  a  new  part  of  this 
Nutrition  Act.  Mrs.  Mink  had  re¬ 
quested  that  this  amendment  be  offered 
today  so  that  the  youngsters  living  in 
the  Trust  Territories,  which  include  the 
Caroline  Islands,  the  Marshall  Islands, 
and  the  Marianas,  with  the  exception  of 
Guam,  which  had  been  mandated  to  the 
United  States  after  World  War  II,  would 
come  within  the  provisions  of  this  act. 

Mr.  QUIE.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  PUCINSKI.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Minnesota. 

Mr.  QUIE.  I  just  want  to  say  to  my 
colleague  from  Illinois  that  we  will  ac¬ 
cept  the  amendment  on  this  side. 


Mr.  HALEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  PUCINSKI.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Florida. 

Mr.  HALEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  probably 
more  consideration  should  be  given  to 
this  amendment.  We  are  operating  the 
Tiust  Territories  under  a  mandate  from 
the  United  Nations,  and  I  am  afraid  that 
we  are  treading  in  fields  in  which  we 
really  do  not  have  authority. 

Mr.  PUCINSKI.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
might  point  out  to  the  House  that  the 
subject  has  been  before  my  committee. 
We  had  testimony  on  this  amendment. 
This  amendment  has  been  approved  by 
the  agencies  involved,  and  it  is  an 
amendment  that  will  indeed  not  only 
serve  a  good  purpose,  but  is  one  that  is 
needed,  just  as  this  whole  bill  is  present¬ 
ly  needed. 

I  am  grateful  to  the  majority  and  mi¬ 
nority  for  accepting  the  amendment. 

Mr.  DENTON.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  PUCINSKI.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Indiana. 

Mr.  DENTON.  I  am  very  much  in 
favor  of  the  amendment.  I  am  a  mem¬ 
ber  of  the  Appropriations  Committee 
that  will  deal  with  the  subject  of  the 
amendment,  and  I  do  not  know  why  the 
islands  to  which  the  amendment  refers 
should  be  treated  any  differently  from 
any  others. 

Mr.  PUCINSKI.  I  thank  the  gentle¬ 
man. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Without  objection, 
the  amendment  is  agreed  to. 

There  was  no  objection. 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  FINDLEY 

Mr.  FINDLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer 
an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows : 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Findley:  On 
page  32,  line  7,  strike  out  all  the  provisions 
authorizing  the  establishment  of  a  school 
breakfast  program,  including  lines  7  through 
24  on  page  32,  lines  1  through  24  on  page 
33,  and  lines  1  through  20  on  page  34,  and 
renumber  the  subsequent  sections  accord¬ 
ingly. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
from  Illinois  is  recognized  for  5  minutes. 

Mr.  FINDLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  the  ef¬ 
fect  of  this  amendment  would  be  to  strike 
from  the  bill  the  authorization  for  the 
breakfast  feeding  program.  This  bill 
provides  a  total  of  $17.5  million  during 
the  next  2  years. 

The  school  milk  and  the  school  lunch 
programs  are  successful  and  well-accept¬ 
ed  programs  which  I  support,  but  we 
have  an  entirely  untried  and  untested 
program  before  us  with  this  proposed 
school  breakfast  plan. 

There  may  well  be  some  young  people 
in  the  country  who  are  not  now  getting 
an  adequate  breakfast.  But  I  raise  the 
question  as  to  whether  this  is  the  fault 
of  the  Federal  Government.  I  call  atten¬ 
tion  to  the  fact  that  the  food  stamp  pro¬ 
gram  is  a  Federal  program,  which  makes 
available  food  to  needy  families  on  a 
wide  basis,  almost  a  nationwide  basis 
now.  We  still  have  the  program  under 
which  food  is  distributed  directly,  apart 
from  the  food  stamp  program. 

There  is  no  reason  I  can  think  of  why 
any  children  need  be  denied  a  good 
breakfast  for  want  of  food.  In  addition 
to  the  entitlement  in  most  areas  of  ex¬ 


treme  need  under  the  food  stamp  pro¬ 
gram  for  free  food,  needy  families  have 
access  to  free  food  under  the  direct  dis¬ 
tribution  program. 

Then  we  have  the  community  action 
program  under  the  poverty  program 
which  involves  some  child  feeding  en¬ 
titlement.  Of  course,  there  are  a  multi¬ 
tude  of  public  assistance  programs,  both 
at  State  and  local  levels,  which  would 
make  food  available  to  needy  families. 

This  bill,  of  course,  provides  only  a 
pilot  program,  but  we  have  seen  from 
experience  that  pilot  programs  tend  to 
become  permanent  and  to  grow. 

This  is  a  good  time  to  ask  ourselves 
whether  the  Federal  Government  really 
wants  to  embark  upon  a  nationwide 
Federal  program  to  provide  breakfast 
for  schoolchildren.  This  could  become 
quite  a  project. 

We  might  be  interested  to  note  that 
this  authorization  provides  for  equip¬ 
ment  for  such  cafeterias.  As  the  de¬ 
mand  for  breakfast  grows,  as  it  certainly 
would  once  the  schoolbus  route  gets 
scheduled  on  that  basis,  we  are  going  to 
be  buying  an  awful  lot  of  equipment  and 
a  lot  of  food  to  serve  through  that 
facility. 

Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  FINDLEY.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Kansas. 

Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  Chairman,  at  the 
outset  I  want  to  make  it  clear  that  I 
strongly  support  the  purpose  of  this  bill 
but  as  a  member  of  the  committee,  I 
would  like  to  briefly  turn  to  the  hear¬ 
ings  on  this  bill.  The  record  shows  that 
the  so-called  pilot  breakfast  program 
was  not  very  thoroughly  considered,  at 
least  during  the  hearings  before  the  full 
committee. 

I  believe  the  Secretary  himself  had  at 
least  some  doubts  about  how  the  pro¬ 
gram  would  operate.  Certainly  there  is 
no  clear-cut  guideline  in  the  bill  itself  or 
in  the  language  of  the  report  about  how 
to  operate  a  successful  school  breakfast 
program.  In  the  first  place,  it  talks 
about  distances  in  rural  areas,  and  then 
its  talks  about  the  working  mothers  in 
the  urban  areas  who  have  to  go  to  work 
and  not  give  their  children  breakfast. 

I  believe  we  all  agree  that  children 
have  to  be  fed — maybe  by  the  Federal 
Government.  The  next  step  could  be 
school  dinners,  and  the  next  step  could 
be  school  dormitories  with  rights  of 
visitation  over  the  weekend  by  the 
parents. 

I  believe  we  have  gone  a  long  way 
from  the  intent  of  the  program. 

Certainly  we  all  support  the  school 
lunch  program  and  the  school  milk  pro¬ 
gram.  I  wonder  if  we  all  know  what  the 
effect  of  the  school  breakfast  program 
will  be?  We  did  not  know  in  the  com¬ 
mittee.  I  have  the  full  hearings  here. 

I  support  the  gentleman  from  Illinois 
because  the  question  of  how  this  new 
breakfast  program  will  operate  in  rural 
areas  where  children  travel  long  dis¬ 
tances  by  bus  after  leaving  their  homes 
very  early  in  the  morning  simply  has 
not  been  answered.  No  one  seems  to 
know  whether  these  children  will  have 
to  get  up  even  earlier  to  get  to  school 
in  time  for  breakfast  or  whether  there 
will  be  a  need  for  additional  bus  serv¬ 
ice,  or  what. 
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Mr.  FINDLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  do 
not  believe  either  of  us — and  I  am  sure 
I  speak  for  the  gentleman  from  Kansas — 
are  without  concern  for  needy  children 
and  for  hungry  children  particularly.  I 
do  call  attention  to  the  fact  that  we  do 
have  a  multitude  of  feeding  programs  to 
provide  food  to  these  needy  families.  I 
might  also  point  out  that  the  Johnson 
administration  asked  for  a  10 -percent 
cut  in  the  school  lunch  program  and  an 
80-percent  cut  in  the  school  milk  pro¬ 
gram  for  fiscal  year  1967. 

I  also  raise  the  question  whether  or  not 
the  heads  of  educational  institutions 
have  been  asking  for  this  type  of  serv¬ 
ice.  There  is  doubt  in  the  minds  of  some 
I  have  heard  from  as  to  whether  it  is 
a  practical  idea  and  whether  it  may 
create  more  problems  than  it  would  pos¬ 
sibly  solve. 

I  do  suggest  that  we  support  this 
amendment  and  take  it  out  of  the  leg¬ 
islation  and  perhaps  give  this  more 
study. 

Mr.  RESNICK.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  opposition  to  the  amendment. 

I  have  been  in  the  House  a  very  short 
period  of  time,  but  during  that  short 
period  of  time  I  have  been  here  I  have 
heard  my  distinguished  colleague  from 
Illinois  and  fellow  committee  members 
rise  up  to  speak  against  highway  beauti¬ 
fication,  against  helping  the  old  folks, 
and  against  helping  just  about  anything 
or  anybody.  But  I  never  thought  that 
he  would  stand  up  to  start  on  the  chil¬ 
dren  who  need  food. 

It  may  well  be  true  that  we  have  a 
multiplicity  of  programs  today  and  that 
all  children  should  be  fed,  but  the  sad 
fact  is  that  today  the  evidence  shows  all 
children  are  not  being  fed. 

If  we  are  going  to  err  in  this  House, 
I  would  prefer  to  err  on  the  side  of  jus¬ 
tice  and  charity. 

The  pilot  program  might  waste  a  few 
dollars.  That  is  conceivable.  I  have  yet 
to  see  any  program,  whether  in  Govern¬ 
ment  or  in  business,  that  does  not  wraste 
a  few  dollars. 

Are  we  to  say,  in  the  face  of  over¬ 
whelming  evidence  that  young  children 
are  coming  to  school  Monday  morning  so 
hungry  that  they  eat  twice  as  much  as 
they  do  on  Friday  for  breakfast,  that 
this  is  not  needed?  It  seems  to  me  the 
evidence  is  ample  and  clear. 

Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  RESNICK.  I  am  happy  to  yield 
to  the  gentleman  from  Kansas. 

Mr.  DOLE.  As  I  pointed  out  when  I 
believe  the  gentleman  was  present,  when 
we  had  the  hearings,  the  thing  which 
bothers  me  and  which  bothers  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Illinois  is  the  lack  of  any  of 
the  evidence  the  gentleman  speaks  about 
as  to  the  Monday  morning  hunger.  I  am 
certain  that  may  exist,  if  the  children 
have  not  been  fed  on  Friday  or  Saturday. 

I  do  not  believe  the  gentleman  from 
Illinois  or  the  gentleman  from  Kansas 
quarrel  with  the  lofty  objective  stated. 
We  merely  feel  it  has  not  had  adequate 
consideration  in  our  committee  for  the 
launching  of  an  entirely  new  program 
without  adequate  consideration. 

Mr.  RESNICK.  If  I  understood  the 
gentleman  from  Illinois  correctly — and 
the  gentleman  joined  in  his  remarks — 


basically  you  want  to  cut  this  program 
out  without  giving  it  a  chance.  I  say  we 
should  give  it  a  chance.  Let  us  see  how 
it  works.  The  worst  that  can  happen  is 
that  some  hungry  children  will  get  fed. 
You  want  this  House  to  vote  against 
hungry  children.  That  is  your  position. 
That  is  exactly  your  position. 

Mr.  DOLE.  Will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  RESNICK.  I  decline  to  yield  fur¬ 
ther. 

As  I  say,  I  am  unskilled  in  parliamen¬ 
tary  procedure  and  oratory,  but  I  believe 
I  still  understand  English,  and  I  believe 
I  understand  the  gentleman’s  amend¬ 
ment,  which  would  take  out  the  break¬ 
fast  feeding  program.  The  only  ones 
who  would  be  affected  and  hurt  by  that 
would  be  the  hungry  children. 

Mr.  PUCINSKI.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  RESNICK.  I  am  glad  to  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  Illinois. 

Mr.  PUCINSKI.  My  subcommittee 
held  hearings  on  this  subject. 

Would  the  gentleman  agree  that  prob¬ 
ably  the  most  successful  single  program 
in  this  country  has  been  the  hot  lunch 
program  and  the  milk  program,  being 
served  to  children  of  America,  both  in 
public  and  parochial  private  schools? 

It  seems  to  me,  when  the  gentleman 
talks  about  all  the  agencies  capable  of 
doing  this,  the  agency  which  has  proved 
most  capable  over  the  years  has  been  the 
Department  of  Agriculture.  That  is  what 
we  would  try  to  do  in  this  pilot  program. 
We  would  put  it  in  the  agency  which  has 
had  the  most  experience,  to  save  the  most 
money  for  us  and  yet  make  the  program 
work  where  it  is  needed. 

There  are  children  in  this  country  who 
do  not  get  adequate  diets.  If  we  talk  to 
any  school  teacher  in  the  poverty  area,  we 
learn  it  a  rather  futile  effort  on  her  part 
to  try  to  teach  a  youngster  in  class  all 
day  when  the  youngster  has  not  had 
breakfast. 

This  is  a  program  for  poor  youngsters 
in  poverty  areas.  This  is  not  a  program 
to  spread  out  all  over  the  country.  There 
is  ample  evidence  in  many  schools,  where 
we  are  spending  vast  sums  of  Federal 
money  in  Federal  aid  in  poverty  areas, 
that  the  youngsters  come  into  the  class¬ 
room  unable  to  keep  up  with  the  teacher 
simply  because  they  have  not  had  break¬ 
fast.  It  is  not  important  why  they  did 
not  have  breakfast.  The  fact  is  they  did 
not  have  breakfast. 

We  are  spending  a  lot  of  money  not 
doing  the  job  as  we  should. 

Mr.  RESNICK.  I  thank  my  colleague. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Virginia.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  rise  in  support  of  the  amendment. 

I  shall  not  consume  5  minutes,  Mr. 
Chairman,  because  I  do  not  like  repe¬ 
titions.  I  did  speak  on  this  subject  when 
the  rule  was  under  consideration. 

I  opposed  this  new  program  at  that 
time,  and  I  oppose  it  now.  I  believe  it 
would  be  a  grave  mistake  for  us  during 
a  time  when  we  are  at  war  and  having 
so  many  expenses,  when  we  are  so  far  be¬ 
hind  on  our  budget,  to  launch  upon  new 
welfare  programs. 

That  is  just  what  this  is  doing.  Every¬ 
body  in  this  House  I  believe  is  pretty 
much  in  favor  of  the  lunch  program. 
However,  you  are  now  proceeding  to  load 
it  down  with  a  breakfast  program.  When 


you  get  your  foot  in  the  door  on  that  and 
these  people  who  believe  in  the  welfare 
state  get  it  going  good,  then  you  are 
going  to  have  a  supper  program.  Then 
you  are  going  to  argue  that  we  must 
not  let  the  childgen  go  to  bed  hungry. 
Now,  I  have  sympathy  with  the  children, 
as  all  of  us  do,  but  there  is  a  limit  to 
what  you  can  do.  When  you  break  this 
wagon  down  with  all  of  the  welfare  pro¬ 
grams  you  are  going  to  load  onto  it — 
and  I  do  not  yield  to  the  gentleman  from 
Illinois  at  this  moment  because  he  and 
I  differ  very  much  on  many  things  as  to 
what  is  suitable  and  proper  and  appro¬ 
priate  for  the  Federal  Government  to  do, 
but  I  think  this  is  just  getting  out  of 
hand.  The  program  is  new,  it  is  half- 
baked,  and  there  are  no  guidelines.  How 
do  you  know  whether  a  child  has  had 
breakfast  or  not  when  he  comes  in  and 
applies?  Nobody  is  going  to  mark  him 
down  if  he  has  had  two  breakfasts  be- 
for  he  got  to  school. 

Mr.  FINDLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Virginia.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman. 

Mr.  FINDLEY.  I  wonder  if  the  gen¬ 
tleman  or  anybody  in  this  body  can  cite 
any  educators  who  have  asked  for  the 
establishment  of  a  breakfast  feeding 
program  at  the  Federal  level. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Virginia  I  do  not 
know  of  anybody,  but  it  is  not  necessary. 
If  somebody  comes  in  here  and  tells  us 
about  hungry  children,  whether  they  are 
hungry  or  not,  it  has  a  great  appeal. 
I  am  trying  to  be  sensible  about  these 
things.  Some  of  these  programs  are 
good,  but  I  do  not  think  they  should  be 
jeopardized  by  loading  the  wagon  down 
too  much.  Just  as  sure  as  you  are  sitting 
here,  you  will  have  a  program  to  serve 
supper  and  then  a  program  to  put  the 
children  in  barracks  so  that  their  parents 
will  not  have  to  bother  about  them  at  all 
after  they  beget  them.  And  you  will 
have  all  public  nurses  pretty  soon  in  this 
program  in  the  poverty  bill.  I  do  not 
think  I  am  going  to  have  enough  time 
to  yield  to  everyone,  but  I  will  sit  here 
all  evening  in  order  to  defeat  this  thing 
if  I  can  get  time  enough.  I  yield  first  to 
the  gentleman  from  Illinois  [Mr. 
PUCINSKI] . 

Mr.  PUCINSKI.  Mr.  Chairman,  ear¬ 
lier  today  I  am  sure  the  gentleman  and 
I  were  not  too  far  apart  when  we  voted 
for  a  $600  million  cut  in  the  foreign  aid 
program.  I  think  we  have  made  cuts  in 
many  expenditures,  but  certainly  you 
are  not  going  to  deny  a  very  worthwhile 
project - 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Virginia  I  did  not  yield 
for  another  speech.  I  know  the  gentle¬ 
man’s  views.  If  you  want  to  ask  me  a 
question,  all  right. 

Mr.  PUCINSKI.  The  answer  to  the 
gentleman  is  that  there  are  educators 
who  have  asked  for  this  bill. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Virginia.  I  now  yield 
to  the  gentleman  from  New  York. 

Mr.  RYAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  if  the  gen¬ 
tleman  will  yield  to  me  so  I  may  answer 
the  gentleman  from  Illinois  who  asked 
whether  there  was  any  educator - 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Virginia.  No,  I  will  not 
yield  for  that. 
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Mr.  RYAN.  Who  asked  for  this  pro¬ 
gram,  let  me  say  that  I  know  of  a  school, 
PS-165,  which  is  in  my  own  district, 
where  an  experimental  breakfast  pro¬ 
gram  has  been  carried  out  very  success¬ 
fully.  Prominent  educators  at  Teach¬ 
er’s  College  at  Columbia  University  have 
recommended  this  in  order  to  help  chil¬ 
dren  hi  poor  and  deprived  neighborhoods. 

Mr.  RESNICK.  I  would  like  to  point 
out  to  the  gentleman  that  this  bill  calls 
for  $17  million  over  2  years,  which 
amounts  to  5  cents  from  each  and  every 
American.  I  do  not  think  that  is  too  big 
a  price. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Virginia.  But  it  is  a 
foot  in  the  door,  and  that  is  what  this 
program  is.  It  is  a  foot  in  the  door  for 
a  specialized  program. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amenmdent  offered  by  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Illinois  [Mr.  Findley], 

The  question  was  taken;  and  on  a  divi¬ 
sion  (demanded  by  Mr.  Findley)  there 
were — ayes  52,  noes  95. 

So  the  amendment  was  rejected. 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  RYAN 

Mr.  RYAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer  an 
amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows : 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Ryan  :  On  page 
39,  line  22,  insert  after  “system”  the  fol¬ 
lowing:  ",  or  operated  by  nonprofit  insti¬ 
tutions  or  organizations  and  draw  attend¬ 
ance  from  areas  in  which  poor  economic 
conditions  exist”. 

Mr.  HAGEN  of  California.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  rise  to  make  a  point  of  order 
against  the  amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
from  California  will  state  his  point  of 
order. 

Mr.  HAGEN  of  California.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  reluctantly  I  do  this  because  I 
sympathize  with  the  purpose  of  the 
gentleman  from  New  York.  However,  I 
make  the  point  of  order  that  this  amend¬ 
ment  is  not  germane  to  the  section 
sought  to  be  amended. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  entire  thrust  of  this 
bill  deals  with  programs  administered  by 
the  public  schools  of  the  United  States. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  gentleman  from 
New  York  offers  and  amendment,  which 
if  adopted,  would  extend  these  programs 
en  masse  into  operations  by  nonprofit 
institutions  or  organizations. 

Mr.  Chairman,  it  has  nothing  to  do 
with  the  substance  of  this  bill,  which 
is  to  implement  programs  administered 
by  the  public  schools. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Does  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  New  York  desire  to  be  heard 
on  the  point  of  order? 

Mr.  RYAN.  Yes,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  believe  that  the 
amendment  which  I  have  offered  is  quite 
relevant  to  section  13  which  it  would 
amend. 

Mr.  Chairman,  section  13  provides  that 
the  Secretary  may  extend  the  benefits  of 
all  school  feeding  programs  conducted 
and  supervised  by  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  to  include  preschool  pro¬ 
grams  operated  as  part  of  the  school 
system. 

My  amendment  would  extend  that  to 


include  preschool  programs  operated  by 
nonprofit  institutions  or  organizations 
which  draw  attendance  from  areas  in 
which  poor  economic  conditions  exist. 

In  other  words,  Mr.  Chairman,  this 
would  deal  with  those  children  enrolled 
in  those  Headstart  programs  which  are 
not  a  part  of  the  local  school  system. 

Mr.  Chairman,  some  46  percent  of  the 
children  enrolled  in  the  Headstart  pro¬ 
grams  today  are  without  the  local  school 
system.  The  balance  are  in  it. 

In  my  opinion  this  is  a  fair  amend¬ 
ment  which,  if  adopted,  would  give  the 
Secretary  authority  to  include  those  chil¬ 
dren.  The  very  purpose  of  this  act 
under  the  declaration  of  policy  is  to 
safeguard  the  health  and  well-being  of 
the  Nation’s  children  by  providing  nutri¬ 
tion  for  needy  children. 

I  might  also  point  out  that  other  sec¬ 
tions  of  the  bill  do  cover  nonprofit  in¬ 
stitutions.  For  instance,  section  3  au¬ 
thorizes  the  special  milk  program  for 
nonprofit  institutions  and  section  9  spe¬ 
cifically  refers  to  food  and  milk  service 
programs  in  schools  and  nonprofit  in¬ 
stitutions.  This  bill  is  clearly  not  re¬ 
stricted  to  school  systems. 

Mr.  Chairman,  all  I  ask  is  that  we  in¬ 
clude  nonprofit  institutions  and  organi¬ 
zations  operating  in  areas  of  concen¬ 
trated  poverty  where  preschool  children 
most  desperately  need  preparation  for 
school.  Project  Headstart  is  operated 
both  within  and  without  local  school  sys¬ 
tems.  This  widely  acclaimed  program, 
which  operates  in  all  50  States  plus 
Puerto  Rico  and  Guam,  is  only  partially 
affiliated  with  school  systems.  Of  the 
150,000  children  it  reached  in  fiscal  year 
1966,  69,000,  or  46  percent,  were  in  pro¬ 
grams  not  affiliated  with  school  systems  ; 
in  fiscal  year  1967,  Headstart  will  reach 
170,000  children,  of  which  78,000,  or  46 
percent,  will  not  benefit  from  this  act. 

The  importance  of  the  food  and  milk 
programs  to  the  children  is  inherent  in 
the  nature  of  Project  Headstart  itself. 
The  Headstart  programs  are  directed  at 
helping  children  from  families  of  low  in¬ 
come  or  no  income  to  adapt  and  adjust  to 
the  organization  of  school  life.  Needless 
to  say,  a  sound  nutritional  program  is 
necessary  to  provide  such  motivation. 
Since  Project  Headstart  is  both  educa¬ 
tional  and  directed  at  the  needy,  it  fits 
precisely  into  the  goals  of  this  act  as  the 
Committee  on  Agriculture  stated  in  its 
declaration  of  purpose.  There  is  a  “dem¬ 
onstrated  relationship  between  food  and 
good  nutrition  and  the  capacity  of  chil¬ 
dren  to  develop  and  learn.”  Thus,  pro¬ 
viding  these  children  with  a  good  nutri¬ 
tional  base  is  prerequisite  to  providing 
them  with  a  good  educational  base.  I 
urge  the  chairman  to  overrule  the  point 
of  order. 

The  CHAIRMAN  (Mr.  Olsen  of  Mon¬ 
tana)  .  The  Chair  is  ready  to  rule. 

In  the  opinion  of  the  Chair,  section  13 
on  page  39  is  confined  to  school  feeding 
programs  including  preschool  programs 
as  part  of  these  school  systems.  There¬ 
fore,  the  Chair  sustains  the  point  of 
order. 


AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  HARSHA 

Mr.  HARSHA.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer 
an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Admendment  offered  by  Mr.  Harsha:  On 
page  32,  line  13,  after  the  words  “carry  out” 
insert  the  words  “on  a  nonpartisan  basis”. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  Ohio  [Mr. 
HarshaJ. 

Mr.  HAGEN  of  California.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HARSHA.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man. 

Mr.  HAGEN  of  California.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  want  to  say  to  the  gentleman  that 
I  do  not  accept  the  implication  that  this 
would  not  be  done  on  a  nonpartisan 
basis.  I  accept  the  amendment. 

Mr.  HARSHA.  I  thank  the  gentleman. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Ohio  [Mr.  Harsha]. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  committee  amendment  as  amended. 

The  committee  amendment,  as  amend¬ 
ed,  was  agreed  to. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Under  the  rule,  the 
Committee  rises. 

Accordingly,  the  Committee  rose,  and 
the  Speaker  having  resumed  the  chair, 
Mr.  Olsen  of  Montana,  Chairman  of  the 
Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the 
State  of  the  Union,  reported  that  that 
Committee,  having  had  under  considera¬ 
tion  the  bill  (H.R.  13361)  to  establish 
a  cooperative  Federal-State  child  nutri¬ 
tion  program  under  the  direction  of  the 
Department  of  Agriculture,  pursuant  to 
the  resolution,  House  Resolution  990,  he 
reported  the  bill  back  to  the  House  with 
an  amendment  adopted  by  the  Commit¬ 
tee  of  the  Whole. 

The  SPEAKER.  Under  the  rule,  the 
previous  question  is  ordered. 

The  question  is  on  agreeing  to  the 
amendment. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
the  engrossment  and  third  reading  of  the 
bill. 

The  bill  was  ordered  to  be  engrossed 
and  read  a  third  time  and  was  read  the 
third  time. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
the  passage  of  the  bill. 

The  bill  was  passed. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on  the 
table. 

The  SPEAKER.  Pursuant  to  the 
resolution,  House  Resolution  990,  the 
Chair  lays  before  the  House  the  bill  (S. 
3467)  to  amend  the  National  School 
Lunch  Act,  as  amended,  to  strengthen 
and  expand  food  service  programs  for 
children,  which  the  Clerk  will  report  by 
title. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  Senate 
bill. 

Mr.  HAGEN  of  California.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  offer  a  motion. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Mr.  Hagen  of  California  moves  to  strike  cut 
all  after  the  enacting  clause  of  the  bill.  S. 
3467,  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  the  provisions 
of  the  bill,  H.R.  13361,  as  passed. 
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The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

The  Senate  bill  was  ordered  to  be  read 
a  third  time,  was  read  the  third  time  and 
passed,  and  a  motion  to  reconsider  was 
laid  on  the  table. 

A  similar  House  bill,  H.R.  13361,  was 
laid  on  the  table. 


GENERAL  LEAVE  TO  EXTEND 

Mr.  HAGEN  of  /California.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that 
all  Members  may  have  5  legislative  days 
in  which  to  extend  their  remarks  on  the 
bill  just  passed. 

The  SPEAKER.  Without  dejection,  it 
is  so  ordered. 

There  was  no  objection. 


September  1,  1966 


SOLUTION  OF  LOWER  RIO  GRANDE 
SALINITY  PROBLEM 

Mr.  YOUNG.  Mr.  Speaker,  by  direcX 
tion  of  the  Committee  on  Rules,  I  call  upN 
the  resolution,  House  Resolution  977,  and 
ask  for  its  immediate  consideration. 

The  Clerk  read  the  resolution,  as  fol¬ 
lows: 

H.  Res.  977 

Resolved,  That  upon  the  adoption  of  this 
resolution  it  shall  be  in  order  to  move  that 
the  House  resolve  itself  into  the  Committee 
of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State  of  the 
Union  for  the  consideration  of  the  bill  (H.R. 
11880)  to  authorize  conclusion  of  an  agree¬ 
ment  with  Mexico  for  joint  measures  for 
solution  of  the  Lower  Rio  Grande  salinity 
problem.  After  general  debate,  which  shall 
be  confined  to  the  bill  and  shall  continue 
not  to  exceed  one  hour,  to  be  equally  divided 
and  controlled  by  the  chairman  and  ranking 
minority  member  of  the  Committee  on  For¬ 
eign  Affairs,  the  bill  shall  be  read  for  amend¬ 
ment  under  the  five-minute  rule.  At  the 
conclusion  of  the  consideration  of  the  bill 
for  amendment,  the  Committee  shall  rise 
and  report  the  bill  to  the  House  with  such 
amendments  as  may  have  been  adopted,  and 
the  previous  question  shall  be  considered  as 
ordered  on  the  bill  and  amendments  thereto 
to  final  passage  without  intervening  motion 
except  one  motion  to  recommit.  After  the 
passage  of  H.R.  11880,  it  shall  be  in  order 
in  the  House  to  take  from  the  Speaker’s  table 
the  bill  S.  2747  and  to  move  to  strike  out 
all  after  the  enacting  clause  of  the  said  Sen¬ 
ate  bill  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  the  pro¬ 
visions  contained  in  H.R.  11880  as  passed  bj  ' 
the  House. 


Mr.  YOUNG.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  30 
minutes  to  the  distinguished  gentleman 
from  California  [Mr.  Smith],  Bending 
which  I  yield  myself  such  time/as  I  may 
consume. 

(Mr.  YOUNG  asked  and  wife  given  per¬ 
mission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  YOUNG.  MrVSpeaker,  House 
Resolution  977  provides  an  open  rule  with 
1  hour  of  general  debate  for  considera¬ 
tion  of  H.R.  11880,  a  bill  to  authorize 
conclusion  of  an/agreement  with  Mexico 
for  joint  measures  for  solution  of  the 
lower  Rio  Grande  salinity  problem.  The 
resolution  further  provides  that,  after 
passage  of/fl.R.  11880,  it  shall  be  in  order 
to  take  Sf  2747  from  the  Speaker’s  table, 
move  t0  strike  out  all  after  the  enacting 
clausa^ and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  H.R.  11880  as  passed  by  the 
H/use. 

'For  several  years,  highly  saline  drain¬ 
age  from  a  Mexican  irrigation  project 
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has  entered  the  Rio  Grande  above  Mis¬ 
sion,  Tex.,  and  above  the  points  where 
water  is  diverted  from  the  river  for  ir¬ 
rigation  of  about  580,000  acres  in  the 
lower  Rio  Grande  Valley  of  Texas.  Dur¬ 
ing  the  periods  of  low  flows  this  drainage 
made  the  river  so  saline  that  damage 
was  caused  to  the  valuable  crops  in  the 
area.  Emergency  measures  in  the  past 
have  helped  to  remove  the  threat  of 
severe  damage.  The  International 
Boundary  and  Water  Commission,  United 
States  and  Mexico,  now  recommends  a 
solution  that  will  eliminate  the  problem 
permanently  and  completely. 

Under  the  supervision  of  the  Commis¬ 
sion,  Mexico  would  construct,  operate, 
and  maintain  a  canal  or  drain  through 
Mexican  territory  to  convey  practically 
all  waters  from  Mexico’s  El  Morillo  drain 
directly  to  the  Gulf  of  Mexico.  The 
waters  would  be  diverted  from  the  drain 
by  a  gated  control  structure  and  would 
flow  by  canal  or  drain  southeasterly  for 
total  distance  of  about  75  miles  to  dis- 
arge  into  the  Gulf  of  Mexico, 
nee  it  is  estimated  that  at  least  half, 
the ''benefits  of  the  solution  will  accri 
to  th\  United  States,  the  plan  contem¬ 
plates  etiat  this  country  pay  half  the^ost 
of  construction  of  the  project,  and'  half 
the  cost  of  operation  and  maintenance. 
Of  the  cost  allocated  to  the  United  States, 
H.R.  11880  provides  that  half^ would  be 
paid  by  the  ideal  beneficiarjds  and  half 
by  the  Federal'Government.  The  local 
beneficiaries  have.  expressed  their  will¬ 
ingness  to  assume \ne-h4lf  the  costs  al¬ 
located  to  the  United/  States  and  they 
have  already  deposifc&d  $300,000  in  the 
U.S.  Treasury  towa/a  covering  their  esti¬ 
mated  share  of  the  construction  costs. 

Mr.  Speaker,/!  urge  tl\  adoption  of 
House  Resolution  977. 

Mr.  SMI0?H  of  California.  Mr. 
Speaker,  tfcrfc  purpose  of  the  bilMs  to  au¬ 
thorize  Federal  funds  to  be  used,  to  pay 
part  of/the  costs  of  construction  and 
maintenance  of  a  drainage  ditch  which 
will  Remove  from  the  lower  Rio  Grande 
River  a  saline  discharge  from  a  Mexics 
ijtfigation  project  which  discharges  intc 
■he  river  near  Mission,  Tex. 

For  several  years  this  discharge  has 
been  damaging  American  crops  which 
are  below  Mission,  Tex.  The  drainage 
ditch  will  be  built  entirely  in  Mexico  and 
will  flow  directly  into  the  Gulf  of  Mexico. 

It  is  estimated  that  at  least  one-half  of 
the  benefits  of  the  removal  of  the  dis¬ 
charge  into  the  Rio  Grande  will  accrue 
to  the  United  States.  The  bill  provides 
that  one-half  the  cost  and  maintenance 
will  be  borne  by  the  United  States.  Of 
this  amount,  one-half  will  be  borne  by 
local  beneficiaries  of  the  project,  who 
have  already  deposited  $300,000  in  the 
Treasury  toward  covering  their  esti¬ 
mated  share  of  the  construction  costs. 

The  total  construction  costs  are  esti¬ 
mated  at  $1,380,000,  the  yearly  mainte¬ 
nance  costs  at  $40,000. 

The  bill  provides  that  the  authoriza¬ 
tion  ceiling  on  the  construction  costs 
for  the  United  States  is  $690,000.  The 
authorization  ceiling  on  maintenance  is 
$20,000  annually. 

There  are  no  minority  views;  the  bill 
has  administration  support. 


(Mr.  SMITH  of  California  asked  ar 
was  given  permission  to  revise  and 
tend  his  remarks.) 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question/is  on 
agreeing  to  the  resolution. 

The  resolution  was  agreed  to y 
A  motion  to  reconsider  was ,laid  on  the 
table. 

Mr.  SELDEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  ilie  bill  be  con¬ 
sidered  in  the  House  as  yn.  the  Committee 
of  the  Whole. 

The  SPEAKER.  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the/gentleman  from  Ala¬ 
bama? 

There  was  naf  objection. 

The  Clerk  i;ead  the  title  of  the  bill. 
The  Clerk/read  the  bill,  as  follows: 

H.R.  11880 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  the  House 
of  Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled,  That  the 
Secretary  of  State,  acting  through  the  United 
Stages  Commissioner,  International  Bound¬ 
ary  and  Water  Commission,  United  States 
id  Mexico,  is  authorized,  notwithstanding 
/any  other  provision  of  law  and  subject  to  the 
conditions  provided  in  this  Act,  to  conclude 
an  agreement  or  agreements  with  the  appro¬ 
priate  official  or  officials  of  the  Government  of 
the  United  Mexican  States  for  the  construc¬ 
tion,  operation,  and  maintenance  by  the 
United  Mexican  States  under  the  supervision 
of  the  International  Boundary  and  Water 
Commission,  United  States  and  Mexico,  of  a 
drainage  conveyance  canal  through  Mexican 
territory  for  the  discharge  of  waters  of  El 
Morillo  and  other  drains  in  the  United  Mexi¬ 
can  States  into  the  Gulf  of  Mexico  in  the 
manner,  and  having  substantially  the  char¬ 
acteristics,  described  in  said  Commission’s 
minute  numbered  223,  dated  November  30, 
1965.  The  agreement  or  agreements  shall 
provide  that  the  costs  of  construction,  in¬ 
cluding  costs  of  design  and  right-of-way,  and 
the  costs  of  operation  and  maintenance,  shall 
be  equally  divided  between  the  United  Mexi¬ 
can  States  and  the  United  States.  Before 
concluding  the  agreement  or  agreements,  the 
Secretary  of  State  shall  receive  satisfactory 
assurances  from  private  citizens  or  a  respon¬ 
sible  local  group  that  they  or  it  will  pay  to 
the  United  States  Treasury  one-half  of  the 
actual  United  States  costs  of  such  construc¬ 
tion,  including  costs  of  design  and  right-of- 
way,  and  so  long  as  such  agreement  or  agree¬ 
ments  remain  in  force,  one-half  of  the  ac¬ 
tual  costs  of  operation  and  maintenance  allo¬ 
tted  under  such  agreement  or  agreements  to 
tire  United  States. 

Sec.  2.  There  is  authorized  to  be  appro¬ 
priated  to  the  Department  of  State  for  use 
of  th  e\uni  ted  States  Section,  International 
Boundary  and  Water  Commission,  United 
States  ana.  Mexico,  without  fiscal  limitation, 
such  sums\as  may  be  necessary  to  defray 
costs  that  actuue  to  the  United  States  under 
such  agreement  or  agreements  for  the  con¬ 
struction,  operation,  and  maintenance  of 
such  drainage  conveyance  canal  projects. 

With  the  following  committee  amend¬ 
ments: 

Page  2,  beginning  fh  line  17,  strike  out 
“so  long  as  such  agreement  or  agreements 
remain  in  force,”. 

Page  2,  line  20,  immediately  after  the  pe¬ 
riod  insert  the  following: 

“Payments  to  the  United  States  Treasury 
under  this  section  shall  be  covered  into  the 
Treasury  as  miscellaneous  receipts.” 

Page  2,  strike  out  line  21  and  allNthat  fol¬ 
lows  down  through  page  3,  line  3,  arn^  insert 
in  lieu  thereof  the  following : 

“Sec.  2.  To  defray  costs  that  accrue  t\the 
United  States  under  the  agreement  or  agree¬ 
ments  referred  to  in  the  first  section  of  tnV 
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/ENTY -SEVENTH  ANNIVERSARY 
>F  THE  INVASION  OF  POLAND 

(Mr.  DANIELS  (at  the  request  of  Mr. 
PattenO  was  granted  permission  to  ex¬ 
tend  hi\  remarks  at  this  point  in  the 
Record  ai<d  to  include  extraneous  mat¬ 
ter.) 

Mr.  DANlSTiS.  Mr.  Speaker,  26  years 
ago  today  at  X  a.m.  Hitler’s  legions  vio¬ 
lated  the  Polismborder  in  several  places. 
Within  a  few  days,  Great  Britain  and 
France  declared  Var  upon  the  Third 
Reich  and  that  terrible  catastrophe 
known  as  World  War\JI  was  set  in  mo¬ 
tion. 

As  bad  as  the  second  Var  was  for  all 
the  nations  which  were  Devolved,  there 
was  for  most  nations  a  conclusion,  and 
peace  was  finally  restored.  But  for  the 
people  of  Eastern  Europe,  VE-oay  mere¬ 
ly  meant  exchanging  Nazi  masters  for 
Communist  ones. 

The  people  of  Poland,  in  particular^who 
had  fought  so  hard  to  throw  off\he 
shackles  forged  by  Nazi  Germany  haV 
not  yet  had  their  freedom  restored. 

Yesterday,  the  Jersey  Journal  pub¬ 
lished  a  very  excellent  letter  from  one  of 
the  outstanding  leaders  of  the  Polish- 
American  community  in  northern  New 
Jersey.  Mr.  Edward  S.  Warlikowski  is 
the  highly  respected  president  of  the 
Jersey  City,  N.J.,  chapter  of  the  Polish 
American  Congress  and  I  think  the  words 
of  this  eloquent  representative  of  Polonia 
ought  to  be  brought  to  the  attention  of 
all  Members  of  this  House. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  read  Mr.  Warlikowski’s 
letter  into  the  Record. 

The  letter  follows: 

Dear  Editor:  Sept.  1,  1966  will  mark  the 
27th  anniversary  of  the  brutal  invasion  of 
Poland  by  the  Nazi  forces.  We,  Polish-Amer- 
icans,  celebrate  this  important  day  in  Polish 
history  with  strong  pride  in  our  Polish 
citizenry,  but  also  with  deep  sorrow  at  the 
misfortune  of  the  Polish  homeland. 

We  become  somewhat  concerned  and  weary 
with  the  cynics  and  the  skeptics  who  fail  to 
see  and  who  fail  to  understand  that  the 
basic  ingredient  of  human  beings  is  dignity. 

Yes,  the  Polish  people  today  are  being 
suppressed  against  their  will  by  a  Communist 
conspiracy.  A  conspiracy  that  was  imposed 
upon  the  people.  In  their  blood  and  in  their 
heart  flows  the  great  spirit  of  freedom  an^ 
no  despot,  no  dictator,  no  matter  how  stror 
no  matter  how  powerful,  how  determined, 
can  suppress  the  will  of  the  people  for /free¬ 
dom  very  long.  This  has  been  demonstrated 
time  and  again  in  history. 

This  anniversary  is  significant  /nee  Po¬ 
land  is  also  celebrating  the  millemnum  of  her 
Christianity  this  year.  Again/ the  Polish 
spirit  rises  to  give  attention  to  its  inherent 
principles. 

It  is  understandable  thak' the  Communist 
leaders  of  Poland  are  today  doing  their  ut¬ 
most  to  play  down  two'  significant  facts — 
Poland’s  Christianity  and  its  unbroken  ad¬ 
herence  to  the  culture' and  civilization  of  the 
West  rather  than  that  of  the  East,  as  rep¬ 
resented  by  Moscow.  The  Communists’  re¬ 
fusal  this  year/  to  allow  His  Eminence 
Cardinal  Wyszynski’s  trip  to  the  United 
States  and  our  clergy’s  visit  to  Poland  and 
the  recent  protest  against  the  United  States 
memorial  stamp  honoring  the  millennium  are 
best  indications  of  that  fact. 

It  is  equally  significant  that  despite  these 
de.spet/te  efforts  the  people  of  Poland  are 
remarkably  demonstrating  daily  as  clearly 
as  />uld  be  that  they  are  mindful  and  proud 
oy  their  ties  with  the  West  and  with  Christi- 
lity,  and  that  they  are  determined  that 


those  ties  be  maintained  and  strengthened. 
It  is  for  us  therefore  to  see  to  it  that  we  will 
help  the  Poles  who  have  shown  an  indomita¬ 
ble  spirit  in  this  endeavor  and  that  we  do 
recognize  their  desires  and  wishes  in  this 
respect. 

Edward  S.  Warlikowski, 
President,  Jersey  City  Chapter  of  the 
Polish- American  Congress. 


PRAYER  OF  SISTER  PROVIDENCIA 
OF  THE  COLLEGE  OF  GREAT  FALLS 

(Mr.  OLSEN  of  Montana  (at  the  re¬ 
quest  of  Mr.  Patten)  was  granted  per¬ 
mission  to  extend  his  remarks  at  this 
point  in  the  Record  and  to  include  ex¬ 
traneous  matter.) 

Mr.  OLSEN  of  Montana.  Mr.  Speak¬ 
er,  one  of  the  great  ladies  of  the  Nation, 
Sister  Providencia  of  Great  Falls,  Mont., 
presented  an  invocation  at  the  Western 
States  Democratic  Conference  in  Glacier 
National  Park  August  26.  Sister  Prov¬ 
idencia,  president  of  the  College  of 
Great  Falls,  is  a  respected  educator 
whose  concern  for  her  students  and  col¬ 
lege  is  only  overshadowed  by  her  genuine 
incern  for  all  humanity.  The  followir 
player,  offered  by  this  wise  and  holy  laZy, 
wasv  an  inspiration  to  all  of  us  aj/ the 
conference.  I  wish  to  share  it  with  my 
frienda.  in  the  House  at  this  tiyne: 
Invocation  Given  by  Sister  Providencia, 

August  126th,  1966,  at  GlaciRr  National 

Park,  Moi 

O  God,  blefcs  this  bounty/ which  we  are 
sharing  together  tonight,  .and  let  us  raise 
our  eyes  and  ou\  hearts  to  the  grandeur  of 
Your  creation  all\abou*  us  here  at  Many 
Glacier.  Let  us  look  down  to  our  troubles 
as  from  Your  majesym  and  serene  heights, 
and  grant  us  a  triangular  perspective  to  the 
problems  that  overwhelni  our  times  and  our 
people.  If  You .will  but 'wive  us  the  grace 
to  look  up  to /You  Our  Maker,  as  well  as 
out  to  our  neighbors.  You  will,  help  us  restore 
the  balance/which  hatred  is 'destroying  in 
our  land.  An  much  the  same  way  as  a  string 
taut  witbr  tension  can  be  drawn\up  at  the 
center  and  the  ends  brought  closer\together, 
so  may  we  with  Your  grace  as  thX  Center 
power  draw  rich  to  the  poor,  black \o  the 
while,  strong  to  the  weak,  ignorant  t\  the 
learned  and  the  triangular  perspective  bring 
ibout  a  humble,  wiser,  more  noble  unit 
that  will  crown  our  continent  and  match  th? 
grandeur  of  the  homeland  which  You  have 
given  us.  Amen. 


IRS  VERSUS  TEACHERS  TAX 
EXEMPTION 

(Mr.  PEPPER  (at  the  request  of  Mr. 
Patten)  was  granted  permission  to  ex¬ 
tend  his  remarks  at  this  point  in  the 
Record  and  to  include  extraneous  mat¬ 
ter.) 

Mr.  PEPPER.  Mr.  Speaker,  today  I  am 
introducing  a  bill  to  provide  that  teach¬ 
ers  may  deduct  from  their  Federal  in¬ 
come  tax  obligation,  the  expenses  in¬ 
curred  in  taking  courses  or  pursuing  pro¬ 
grams  of  educational  travel  which  will 
improve  their  competency  in  their  pro¬ 
fession.  This  would  apply  to  teachers 
and  college  members  alike. 

Since  1958  the  Treasury  Department 
has  had  a  policy  that  such  deductions 
are  allowed.  However,  the  Internal 
Revenue  Service  on  July  7,  1966,  issued 
proposed  regulations  which,  if  enforced, 
will  seriously  curtail  this  practice.  In 


my  opinion  there  is  no  possible  excus 
for  Internal  Revenue  Service  to  adc 
such  a  regressive  attitude. 

We  have  recently  enacted  far-rea/hing 
Federal  aid  to  education,  bills  that  po¬ 
tentially  can  insure  quality  education  to 
every  child  and  youth  of  tint's  Nation. 
However,  for  these  new  Federal  programs 
to  be  truly  effective  it  is  necessary  that 
teachers  be  encouraged,  wjiether  on  their 
own  initiative  or  by  school  board  direc¬ 
tion,  to  take  courses  pot  only  in  subject 
matter  but  courses  Resigned  to  aid  their 
understanding  of  the  children  they  teach, 
and  the  new  methods  which  are  being 
developed  by  19/al  schools  all  over  the 
country. 

Mr.  Speak^j-,  this  bill,  which  is  identi¬ 
cal  to  that/f  our  able  and  distinguished 
colleague /the  gentleman  from  California 
[Mr.  Kmg],  is  therefore  not  only  an  aid 
to  teagners  but  just  as  truly  an  aid  to 
children’s  education. 

Lnope  that  action  on  this  measure  may 
by  forthcoming  this  session,  before  In- 
emal  Revenue  Service  proceeds,  as  I 
/understand  it  proposes  to  do  next  Janu¬ 
ary,  to  enforce  its  proposed  regulations. 

CENTRALIZATION  OF 
ADMINISTRATION 

(Mr.  GONZALEZ  (at  the  request  of 
Mr.  Patten)  was  granted  pel-mission  to 
extend  his  remarks  at  this  point  in  the 
Record  and  to  include  extraneous 
matter.) 

Mr.  GONZALEZ.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
would  like  particularly  to  call  to  the  at¬ 
tention  of  my  colleagues,  the  commit¬ 
tee’s  firm  statement  in  the  report  on 
H.R.  13361  on  the  need  for  centralization 
of  administration  of  child  feeding  pro¬ 
grams.  I  thoroughly  concur  with  what 
they  had  to  say  in  this  respect: 

During  the  past  several  years,  other 
agencies  of  the  Federal  Government,  using 
their  own  authorities  and  funds,  have  moved 
into  the  child  school  food  service  area.  It  is 
true  that  they  have  moved  to  meet  a  need 
that  the  Department  of  Agriculture  was  in¬ 
hibited  from  meeting  for  lack  of  clear-cut 
authority  to  do  so.  This  has  introduced  a 
considerable  amount  of  confusion  at  the 
State  and  local  level  because  of  varying  re¬ 
quirements  and  regulations. 

The  committee  believes  it  is  now  time  to 
eliminate  this  confusion  and  place  full 
authority  in  the  hands  of  the  Department 
of  Agriculture  for  the  conduct  and  supervi¬ 
sion  of  Federal  programs  to  assist  schools  in 
providing  food  service  programs  for  children. 

They  have  done  an  excellent  job  not  only 
with  the  national  school  lunch  and  special 
milk  programs  but  with  the  commodity 
donation  and  food  stamp  programs  as  well. 
These  are  all  related  programs  and  require 
the  type  of  coordinated  approach  and  opera¬ 
tion  the  Department  of  Agriculture  has 
demonstrated  it  can  deliver.  The  Depart¬ 
ment  has  developed  the  necessary  lines  of 
administration  and  communication  through 
the  appropriate  State  agencies  to  partici¬ 
pating  local  jurisdictions.  They  have  also 
developed  a  wide  range  of  technical  aids  and 
techniques  for  use  by  State  and  local 
agencies  in  educating  children  and  low-in¬ 
come  families  on  the  essentials  of  good 
nutrition. 

We  are  in  no  way  criticizing  the  efforts 
of  these  other  agencies.  There  is  still 
a  great  deal  to  be  done  in  the  way  of 
improving  child  nutrition  in  this  country 
and  those  other  agencies  were  simply 
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responding  to  a  need.  Now  that  we  are 
moving  to  broaden  the  authority  of  the 
Department  of  Agriculture  in  child  food 
service,  we  want  to  make  it  as  clear  as 
possible  that  this  agency  and  its  co¬ 
operating  State  and  local  authorities 
bear  the  full  responsibility  for  closing 
existing  gaps. 

=a=s 

(Mr.  GONZALES  (at  the  request  of 
Mr.  Patten)  was  granted  permission  to 
extend  his  remarks  ak  this  point  in  the 
Record  and  to  inc\ide  extraneous 
matter.) 

[Mr.  GONZALEZ’  remarfi^  will  appear 
hereafter  in  the  Appendix.] 

ETHICS  VERSUS  PROFll 

(Mr.  VIVIAN  (at  the  request  df  Mr. 
Patten)  was  granted  permission  to\ex- 
tend  his  remarks  at  this  point  in  rhe 
Record  and  to  include  extraneous  mat 
ter.) 

Mr.  VIVIAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  a  Member 
of  the  other  body,  the  Honorable  Philip 
Hart,  of  Michigan,  on  September  28, 
1965,  introduced  in  the  other  body  bill 
S.  2568,  known  as  the  Medical  Restraint 
of  Trade  Act.  On  June  1,  1966,  I  intro¬ 
duced  bill  H.R.  15396,  a  companion  bill, 
in  this  body.  Much  interest  has  been  ex¬ 
pressed  in  this  legislation  by  constitu¬ 
ents,  trade  groups,  and  Members  of  both 
bodies. 

In  order  that  all  concerned  will  have 
the  opportunity  to  learn  more  of  the 
events  and  problems  which  led  to  the  in¬ 
troduction  of  these  bills,  I  have  unani¬ 
mous  consent  that  two  articles  on  this 
legislation  be  printed  at  this  point  in  the 
Record.  The  first,  entitled  “Uneasy 
Balance — Ethics  Versus  Profits,”  was 
published  in  the  Life  magazine  issue  of 
June  24,  1966;  and  the  second,  entitled 
“Profit  from  Prescriptions,”  was  pub¬ 
lished  in  the  Consumer  Reports,  issue  of 
May  1966.  The  latter  article,  Mr.  Speaker, 
already  has  been  printed,  in  part,  in  the 
Record,  on  June  1,  at  my  request.  I  have 
just  discovered,  unfortunately,  that  one 
page  of  the  article  was  left  out  by  the 
printers.  Therefore,  I  submit  the  article 
to  be  reprinted  in  full  at  this  time : 

[From  Life,  June  24,  1966] 

Uneasy  Balance — Ethics  Versus  Profits 

Congress  Weighs  a  Bill  To  Stop  M/£>.’s 

Who  Make  Money  From  the  Precrii^ions 

They  Write 

(By  Keith  Wheeler  and  William  Lambert) 

From  the  days  of  Hammurabi/ and  Hip¬ 
pocrates,  in  all  civilized  societies;  the  doctor 
has  been  endowed  with  a  sacred'franchise  for 
a  simple  but  profound  reason:  the  moment 
a  patient  enters  the  doctor/  office  he  places 
himself  in  another  man’s/hands.  For  cen¬ 
turies  the  medical  profession  has  acknowl¬ 
edged  that  particular  /Obligations  attach  to 
its  exclusive  power  tc/prescribe.  It  has  also 
acknowledged  that /'the  ethics  of  medical 
practice  are  inextricably  involved  with  mak¬ 
ing  money. 

As  early  as  1467,  in  Genoa,  the  city  rulers 
enjoined  uporr  the  pharmacists  and  physi¬ 
cians  of  the  /ity  a  stern  ethical  code  to  gov¬ 
ern  the  economics  of  their  profession:  “We 
fix  and  c/dain — to  prevent  any  pharmacist 
from  having  temptation  or  reason  for  sin¬ 
ning,  and  to  keep  them  from  raising  prices 
high/  than  is  becoming — that  no  pharma- 
cist/may  keep  shop  in  partnership  or  agree¬ 
ment  with  any  physician.” 


The  ethical-economic  conflict  with  the 
Genoa  Legal  Code  sought  to  resolve  has, 
within  the  last  decade  and  a  half,  increas¬ 
ingly  plagued  American  medicine.  Today 
more  than  10,500  physicians  (a  conservative 
estimate)  are  employing  doubtfully  ethical 
means  of  making  extra  money  out  of  the 
prescriptions  they  write  for  their  patients. 
Though  this  is  a  small  proportion  of  the 
nation’s  225,000  practicing  doctors,  it  is 
growing  in  the  face  of  organized  medicine’s 
insistence  on  governing  itself. 

Congress  is  now  considering  a  bill,  pro¬ 
posed  by  Senator  Philip  A.  Hart  (D.-Mich.), 
which  would  bluntly  forbid  any  physician  to 
profit  from  the  medications  he  prescribes. 
Apprehension  that  a  scant  5%  of  their  ranks 
could  besmirch  the  honor  of  an  entire  pro¬ 
fession  moved  the  American  Medical  Asso¬ 
ciation  in  March  to  hold  a  First  National 
Congress  on  Medical  Ethics.  The  problem  is 
virtually  certain  to  come  up  again  when  the 
American  Medical  Association’s  House  of 
Delegates  meets  in  Chicago  late  this  month. 

A.M.A.  members  know  that  prescribing  for 
profit  to  captive  patients  negates  a  doctrine 
which  the  A.M.A.  itself  has  vigorously  cham¬ 
pioned,  particularly  in  its  resistance  to  Medi¬ 
care:  the  patient’s  absolute  right  of  free 
choice  on  where  and  from  whom  to  seek 

medical  help. 

investigation  of  nearly  four  years  by. 
Senator  Hart’s  Senate  Subcommittee  oi. 
Antitrust  and  Monopoly — supported  by 

cent  inkependent  investigation  by  Life— /as 

turned  uo  three  main  categories  of  m/uical 
practices  susceptible  to  abuse: 

A  doctor  who  owns  or  has  a  financ/l  inter¬ 
est  in  a  pharmacy  may  steer  his  patifent  there. 
Physician-own/ship  of  pharmacies  has 
grown  with  the  increase  of  group,  or  clinic, 
practice  and  the\number  oj  clinic  phar¬ 
macies. 

A  doctor  holding  aVtoek/nterest  in  a  type 
of  pharmaceutical  firmSc/led  a  “repackaging 
house”  may  be  temptp&  to  prescribe  that 
firm’s  products  in  preference  to  other  medica¬ 
tions  which  are  probably  ch&aper  and  possibly 
more  suitable.  Re/ickager/take  advantage 
of  two  things:  (lithe  tremeiutous  prolifera¬ 
tion  in  recent  years  of  common  or  generic 
drugs — from  vitamins  to  antibiotics — which 
they  buy  in/pensively  in  bulk,  relabel  and 
then  distribute  under  their  owrrv  private 
brand  names;  and  (2)  the  fact  that 'When  a 
drug  is  /prescribed  by  its  private  name,  a 
pharmacist  is  bound  to  fill  it  by  that  name. 
For  /doctor  to  hold  stock  in  a  repackaging 
company  was  condemned  in  1963  by  tnt 
AM.A.’s  House  of  Delegates — but  the  practice' 
ontinues. 

An  ophthalmologist  who  examines  a  pa¬ 
tient’s  eyes  may  then  himself  dispense  the 
glasses  he  prescribes.  In  relative  numbers, 
ophthalmology  has  far  more  of  its  practi¬ 
tioners  engaged  in  filling  prescriptions  than 
any  other  branch  of  medicine. 

The  Senate’s  study,  which  will  involve 
other  areas  of  abuse  as  it  continues,  has  been 
conducted  mainly  by  an  assistant  counsel  of 
the  committee,  Mrs.  Dorothy  Goodwin.  She 
has  determined  that  the  practices  so  far  un¬ 
der  investigation  are  being  followed,  in  one 
form  or  another,  from  coast  to  coast. 

Some  random  examples: 

In  Knoxville  Mrs.  Goodwin  found  a  drug 
manufacturing  firm  where  most  of  the  stock¬ 
holders  were  doctors.  It  has  been  cited  17 
times  by  the  Food  and  Drug  Administration 
for  misbranding  and  for  contamination  of  its 
products,  including  dead  insects  in  raw  ma¬ 
terials. 

In  Columbia,  S.C.  she  turned  up  a  firm 
with  doctor-stockholders  in  the  majority 
which  was  buying  bulk  sodium  salicylate — 
a  common,  over-the-counter  drug  akin  to 
aspirin — then  bottling  and  labeling  it  with 
its  own  trade  name  and  distributing  it  as  a 
more  costly  prescription  drug.  That  firm’s 
physician-president,  inviting  other  doctors 


to  a  stockholders’  meeting,  urged:  “If  you, 
can’t  come — write!  (prescriptions,  that  is.)/ 

In  Wisconsin,  Mrs.  Goodwin  discove 
that  the  number  of  doctor-owned  pharmacies 
had  increased  from  five  to  24  betweer/l950 
and  1964. 

In  Tucson,  Ariz.,  Bakersfield,  Cal/,  Char¬ 
lotte,  N.C.  and  Reading,  Pa.,  a  majority  of 
ophthalmologists  were  also  in  /business  as 
eyeglass  merchants. 

Mrs.  Goodwin  has  identified/ome  150  drug 
repackaging  firms  with  do/tor  ownership. 
Life  has  discovered  10  more. 

Organized  medicine  vigorously  opposes  the 
Hart  legislation,  although  many  individual 
doctors  just  as  vigoro/sly  oppose  the  prac¬ 
tices  the  bill  aims  t/ end.  The  profession’s 
official  objection  to/the  bill  has  been  stated 
by  Robert  Throckmorton,  who  until  a  year 
ago  was  the  A/.A.’s  general  counsel: 

“We  are  .  .  ,/n  the  position  of  having  the 
finger  pointed^ at  the  physicians  .  .  .  and  say¬ 
ing  anybod/ in  the  world  can  hire  a  phar¬ 
macist  except  you  greedy  doctors.  .  .  .  This 
is  the  ropx  of  much  of  the  resentment  from 
the  medical  profession.” 

As/rried  on  before  the  Hart  Committee — 
ancy  outside  it — the  debate  hinges  largely 
on/who  is  entitled  to  get  the  patient’s  pre- 
(ription  dollar.  Many  doctors  defend  the 
propriety  of  selling  medicines,  medical  ap¬ 
pliances  and  eyeglasses  on  grounds  that  no 
ethical  question  arises  so  long  as  "the  best 
interests”  of  the  patient  are  preserved.  But 
medicine’s  auxiliaries — pharmacists  and  op¬ 
ticians — complain  they  are  being  driven  out 
of  business  by  the  monopolistic  competition 
of  dispensing  doctors.  Although  the  big, 
diversified  drugstores  are  thriving  nationally, 
the  old-fashioned,  small,  corner  drugstore 
“will  be  extinct  in  a  decade,”  predicts  one 
spokesman  for  the  nation’s  pharmacists. 
“The  oldtime  druggest  today  is  about  in  the 
same  position  the  harness  makers  were  in 
when  they  first  saw  a  Model  T  Ford.” 

“This  [competition]  is  not  an  ethical  prob¬ 
lem  at  all,”  insisted  Throckmorton,  “.  .  .  it 
is  a  sheer,  raw  economic  problem.” 

One  Oregon  pharmacist  says  it  is  useless 
to  try  to  adjust  the  dispute  amicably: 
“Negotiating  with  doctors  is  like  negotiating 
with  Ho  Chi  Minh.  The  doctors  say,  sure 
we’ll  talk,  but  first  get  the  hell  out  of  our 
country.” 

The  third  party  to  the  debate,  the  patient, 
so  far  has  been  a  bystander,  although  his 
health  and  his  pocketbook  are  both  at  stake. 
For  him  the  issues  are  whether  he  receives 
the  best  possible  medical  attention  for  his 
^ailments,  whether  he  pays  a  fair  price, 
diether  his  rights  are  being  aborted  and, 
above  all,  whether  his  trust  is  being  honored 
or  betrayed. 

In  ids  relationship  to  his  doctor  the  patient 
is  ofteiv  peculiarly  vulnerable.  His  weakness 
is  psychological.  He  may  shop  around  for 
everything,  else  he  buys,  from  cars  to  corn¬ 
flakes,  butNie  takes  his  doctor  on  faith. 

Abundant 'ways  of  victimizing  the  patient 
are  at  hand  fok  the  doctor  who  wants  to  use 
them.  These  include  writing  a  prescription 
in  a  code  which  o^n  be  translated  only  by  a 
pharmacist  of  \he  doctor’s — not  the 
patient's — choosing;\using  a  direct  line  to 
telephone  prescriptions  to  a  particular 
pharmacist;  printing  tl\e  name  and  address 
of  the  favored  pharmacist  on  the  doctor’s  Rx 
blank;  or  even  selling  drugs  in  his  own  office. 
All  these  practices  have  been  declared  un¬ 
ethical  by  the  A.M.A.’s  Judicial  Council,  but 
they  still  flourish.  The  council  lacks  the 
necessary  power  to  enforce  its  jsrinciples. 

A  recent  controversy  over  direot  sales  by 
two  Ventura,  Calif.,  physicians  'arose  in 
charges  made  by  a  local  pharmacist.  D.  R. 
Patterson.  Patterson  said  that  the  doctors 
were  treating  young  acne  sufferers  with  an 
antibiotic  called  tetracycline  and  were  sell¬ 
ing  the  drug,  imported  from  Italy,  from  the 
own  offices.  According  to  Patterson,  whei: 
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HIGHLIGHTS:  House  received  veto  message  on  Federal  employees  life  insurance  bill. 


HOUSE 


1.  LIFE  INSURANCE.  Received  the  President's  veto  message/on  H.  R.  6926,  to  in¬ 

crease  life  insurance  coverage  for  Federal  employees  (H\Doc.  495);  to  Post 
Office  and  Civil  -Service  Committee,  pp.  21493-4 

2.  D.  C.  APPROPRIATION  BILL.  Passed  as  reported  this  bill,  H.  R\17636,  which  in¬ 

cludes  school  lunch  funds,  pp.  21495-7 

3.  RESEARCH.  /Passed  with  amendment  H.  R.  16559,  to  authorize  Sea  Gra^  Colleges. 

pp.  215/6-23 

4.  WATER/POLLUTION .  Rep.  Horton  spoke  in  support  of  H.  R.  16076,  the  bill\o  ex¬ 

pand  the  water-pollution  control  program,  pp.  21527-8 

5.  /ARM  PROGRAM,  Rep.  Langen  criticized  the  administration's  farm-program  record. 
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especially  regarding  beef  imports,  p.  21548 

6.  JOB  COfefS.  Rep.  Mink  spoke  in  support  of  the  Job  Corps  record,  p.  21550 

7.  SALT -WATER^ RESEARCH.  Received  from  the  Interior  Department  a  proposecybill  to 
provide  foir  participation  in  construction  and  operation  of  a  large  prototype 

*  desalting  pliant.  To  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs,  p.  21564  /. 

8.  PACKAGING;  LABELING.  The  Interstate  and  Foreign  Commerce  Committee  tabled  H.  R. 
15440,  to  prevent  unfair  or  deceptive  methods  of  packaging  or ylabeling  of  cer¬ 
tain  consumer  commodities,  p.  D871 

SENATE 

9.  LIFE  INSURANCE.  Sens.  6arlson  and  Monroney  defended  E.A.  6926,  the  Federal 
employees  life  insurance\bill  which  the  President  vetoed,  pp.  21416-7 

10.  SCHOOL  MILK.  Sen.  Proxmire  said  the  planned  budget// cuts  should  not  be  made  at 

the  expense  of  the  school  mirk  program,  p.  2141 

11.  FARM  PROGRAM.  Sen.  Talmadge  inserted  a  summarv' of  the  remarks  of  Under  Secre¬ 

tary  Schnittker,  "Farm  Policy--Today ' s  Dire</tfion,"  before  the  American  Farm 
Economics  Association,  pp.  21421-. 

12.  FARM  LABOR.  Sen.  Robertson  asked  that\fa£m  workers  on  a  piece  basis  be  exclu¬ 

ded  from  the  labor  standards  bill.  p.X?1425 

13.  DISASTER  RELIEF.  Sen.  Bayh  commended  the  performance  of  Henry  Palm,  FHA,  in 

assisting  an  Ind.  town  following  ar  tornado.X  p.  21433 

14.  CIVIL  RIGHTS.  Continued  debate /on  H.  R.  14765,\the  civil  rights  bill.  pp. 

—  21445-54,  21461-7,  21476-92 

15.  CHILD  NUTRITION.  Conferees  were  appointed  on  S.  3467,  the  child  nutrition  bill, 

House  conferees  have  not  yet  been  appointed,  pp.  21454-6 

16.  WORLD  FOOD.  Sen.  Dominick  suggested  possibilities  for  alleviating  world  food 

needs,  pp.  21456-61/ 

17.  RIVER  BASIN.  Passed  without  amendment  H.  R.  13508,  to  direct  Interior  to  coop¬ 

erate  with  N.  Y^and  N.  J.  on  a  program  to  develop,  preserve\  and  restore  the 
resources  of  t#e  Hudson  River.  This  bill  will  now  be  sent  to\:h 
pp.  21476-9 


18.  INFLATION.  ./Sen .  Williams,  Del.,  recommended  several  actions  to 
tion.  pp.  21469-76 


infla- 


ITEMS  IN  APPENDIX 

19.  WATjBR  SUPPLY.  Extension  of  remarks  of  Rep.  Martin,  Ala.,  on  the  agri 

>tential  of  the  Sand  Mountain  area  in  Ala.  and  the  need  of  assistance  for' 
'''development,  pp.  A4781-2 
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proposed  that  principle  will  be  de¬ 
bauched? 

m\  McCLELLAN.  There  is  no  doubt 
about\hat. 

Mr.  F^sident,  I  suggest  the  absence  of 
a  quor 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr.  Nel¬ 
son  in  the  chair) .  The  clerk  will  call 
the  roll. 

The  legislath\  clerk  proceeded  to  call 
the  roll. 

Mr.  McCLELL^N.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  order 
for  the  quorum  call  beyrescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With¬ 
out  objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
moved  very  strongly  by  me  morning 
news  about  the  impending  cloture  vote 
to  make  a  few  brief  statement^  here  on 
the  floor  which  I  think  are  essehtial  to 
an  understanding  of  the  situations, 

First  and  foremost,  we  see  one  thing 
about  violence,  and  that  is  that  violence 
breeds  violence.  And  who  could  rea 
the  story  about  Grenada,  Miss.,  in  theS 
newspapers  this  morning  without  having 
his  blood  run  cold? 

Just  as  we  may  not  want  to  wish  to 
be  intimidate  by  Negro  violence,  whether 
under  the  slogan  of  “black  power”  or 
not — though  Negroes  have  been  careful 
to  define  it  as  excluding  violence — so  I 
hope  we  are  not  going  to  be  intimidated 
by  white  violence.  We  read  this  morn¬ 
ing  about  the  beating  up  of  little  chil¬ 
dren.  Men  must  be  blind  or  mad  to 
engage  in  such  conduct  in  this  country. 

I  denounce  it  on  the  floor  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate.  There  is  no  excuse  for  that  or  for 
black  violence. 

Mr.  President,  it  illustrates  one  thing. 
Justice  and  the  law  must  be  enforced, 
whether  it  be  to  desegregate  public 
schools,  or  to  prevent  riots  and  window 
breaking.  There  can  be  no  substitute 
for  law. 

Grievances  cannot  be  bottled  up  for 
generations  without  having  the  pot  boil 
over.  We  will  never  have  enough  police¬ 
men  to  enforce  the  law  under  those 
conditions.  We  do  not  want  to  use  them. 
We  will  not  have  enough  troops  to  keep 
it  down,  and  we  do  not  want  to  do  that 
to  maintain  order.  But  we  expect 
have  a  measure  of  justice  to  induce  ore 
among  our  citizens,  and  the  civil  rights 
bill  we  are  discussing  now  is  absolutely 
essential. 

I  wish  to  point  out  that  title  V  of  the 
bill  would  reach  the  Grenada  Situation. 
It  gives  the  Federal  Government  power 
to  proceed  against  those  whe/are  denying 
civil  rights  to  those  who  a/e  contending 
for  those  rights  or  those  Who  are  helping 
others  obtain  them.  The  title  also  pro¬ 
vides  a  measure  of  jnmishment  which 
would  fit  the  crime/ 

Of  course,  Mr. /President,  there  are 
deep  differences  oi  opinion  in  this  Cham¬ 
ber  as  to  whether  this  bill  should  pass. 
It  is  the  duty'  of  those  of  us  who  are 
proponents  of  the  bill  to  call  attention 
to  the  kind'of  violence  which  is  bred  by 
the  effort/to  impose  injustice  in  viola¬ 
tion  of  law — and,  in  Grenada,  Miss.,  in 
violation  of  the  solemn  orders  of  the 
U.S.  district  court. 

W is  our  duty  to  denounce  such  vio¬ 
lence,  and  to  point  out  that  we  could  be 


in  much  worse  shape  than  we  are.  We 
might  really  have  open  revolt  in  parts 
of  this  country,  if  we  had  not  gradually 
permitted  the  law  to  become  operative 
in  respect  to  the  civil  rights  movement 
as  it  began  to  develop  in  1954. 

Another  thing  about  which  I  wish  to 
speak  today,  and  which  I  think  is  crit¬ 
ically  important  to  my  party,  is  what  I 
now  see  to  be  something  of  an  effort, 
perhaps  even  a  calculated  effort,  to  lay 
the  risk  of  failure  of  this  bill,  disastrous 
as  it  would  be  to  the  country,  upon  “Re¬ 
publicans.” 

Mr.  President,  the  minority  leader  [Mr. 
Dirksen]  has  an  absolute  right  to  his 
opinion.  But  Senator  Dirksen,  I  believe, 
would  be  the  first  to  affirm  that  that 
does  not  represent  the  opinion  of  all 
Republicans.  I  deplore  and  am  very 
unhappy  about  the  fact  that  Senator 
Dirksen  seemingly  is  against  this  meas¬ 
ure.  I  had  hoped  against  hope  that  in 
1966  he  would  do  what  he  did  in  1964 — 
lead  us  on  a  civil  rights  bill,  in  finding 
ways  and  means  of  compromise.  I  and 
)thers  have  knocked  ourselves  out,  and, 
<fil  continue  to  do  so,  trying  to  find  some 
way  of  meeting  his  views,  deeply  sMd. 
sinc&rely  held,  on  housing,  as  we  dicyon 
publi\  accommodations. 

I  arnNdeeply  depressed  and  deeply  dis¬ 
appointed  by  the  fact  that  he  is/opposed 
to  this  bilk  His  opposition  isymeaning- 
ful  and  important. 

But,  Mr.  President,  it  is  J6y  no  means 
the  oppositions,  of  “Repunlicans”;  nor 
should  the  administration  seek  to  lay 
upon  that  party  ns  own  failures  in  en¬ 
deavoring  to  bring\bout  the  passage  of 
a  meaningful  and  important  civil  rights 
bill. 

The  Presidenj/  said  jtysterday  at  his 
news  conferenc 

A  lot  depends  on  his,  Dirk)sen’s,  willing¬ 
ness  to  support  it.  I  hope  we  c\n  find  some 
way  to  getynis  support.  Whether  it  passes 
or  fails  depends  largely  on  what  trip  minor¬ 
ity  leadey does. 

Mr/President,  this  is  the  President  of 
the  /United  States,  with  enormous  ’power 
and  enormous  influence,  and  with  twfc 
lirds  of  the  Members  of  the  Senate  of 
lis  side,  not  on  this  side. 

There  will  be  some  votes  here.  I  hope 
as  many  as  half  the  Republicans  will 
vote  for  cloture.  Perhaps  they  will  not; 
but  there  will  certainly  be  an  appreciable 
vote  here. 

But  should  cloture  fail,  the  real  fail¬ 
ure,  Mr.  President,  will  be  the  Inability 
to  turn  out  the  majority  to  the  extent 
it  needs  to  be  turned  out  in  order  to  ef¬ 
fect  cloture,  even  on  this  first  trial. 

So,  Mr.  President,  with  all  respect,  I 
think  that  had  better  be  stated,  and  we 
had  better  understand.  Senator  Dirk¬ 
sen  has  himself,  on  previous  occasions, 
during  the  Eisenhower  administration, 
said  that  he  was  carrying  the  flag  for  one 
thing  or  another.  Sometimes  he  stood 
alone.  He  is  not  afraid  of  that.  Some¬ 
times  he  has  stood  together  with  the 
majority  of  Republicans. 

But  I  do  not  think  that  his  opposition 
or  his  feeling  about  this  bill  should  char¬ 
acterize  the  Republican  side.  Senators 
will  tomorrow  stand  up  and  be  counted — 
and  should  be  considered — for  what  they 
believe. 


One  other  thing,  Mr.  President.  It, 
with  pride  that  I  state  that  in  1957,  1960, 
1964,  and  1965  a  much  greater  percent¬ 
age  of  Republican  Senators  votptl  for 
the  civil  rights  bills  of  those  years  than 
Democrat  Senators.  In  1957/  for  ex¬ 
ample,  100  percent  of  the  Republicans 
present  and  voting  voted  for  the  civil 
rights  bill.  On  the  Democratic  side,  it 
was  60.5  percent. 

In  1960,  the  vote  wa^  100  percent  on 
the  Republican  side,  ,and  84  percent  on 
the  Democratic  side/ 

In  1964,  it  was  82  percent  on  the  Re¬ 
publican  side  ana  69  percent  on  the 
Democratic  side;  And  in  1965,  it  was  93 
percent  on  the  Republican  side,  and  69 
percent  on  the  Democratic  side. 

This  is  a/record  of  which  to  be  proud, 
Mr.  President,  and  it  is  a  record  which 
needs  tor  be  cited.  Without  in  any  way 
complaining  about  the  opposition  of  my 
own /leader,  whose  support  for  this  bill 
wojnd  be  invaluable,  as  everybody  knows, 
a/a  which  I  hope  and  pray  to  obtain,  I 
fink  it  is  necessary  to  set  the  record 
'straight  that  what  Republicans  do  will 
depend  upon  how  they  vote  as  individ¬ 
uals. 

The  opposition  of  the  minority  leader 
cannot  be  used  to  characterize  opposi¬ 
tion  to  the  civil  rights  bill  as  being  “the 
Republican  opposition,”  nor  can  the 
President  of  the  United  States  and  the 
majority  avoid  their  responsibility  by 
laying  the  fate  of  this  bill  upon  the  back 
of  Senator  Dirksen,  which  I  do  not  think 
is  fair  at  all.  Nor  does  this  approach 
discharge  properly  the  responsibilities 
of  the  administration  to  do  everything 
in  its  power  to  bring  about  the  passage 
of  the  bill  which  it  proposed,  quite  right¬ 
ly  and  properly,  and  sent  to  Congress. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Mr.  President,  I  feel 
that  I  would  be  delinquent  in  the  fulfill¬ 
ment  of  my  own  responsibilities  unless  I 
expressed  my  reaction  to  what  is  sought 
to  be  done  in  placing  the  entire  respon¬ 
sibility  relating  to  the  passage  of  the  civil 
rights  bill  upon  the  minority  leader  [Mr. 
Dirksen]. 

He  has  a  right  to  exercise  his  judg¬ 
ment  concerning  what  course  he  believes 
sjvill  be  in  the  best  interests  of  the  coun- 
He  is,  in  fact,  the  minority  leader; 
bdt  to  say  that  the  defeat  or  the  passage 
of  the  bill  lies  entirely  with  him  is  in¬ 
dulging  in  political  manipulation  which 
in  my  judgment  is  not  justified.  Are  we 
to  ask  hun  to  abandon  his  judgment,  and 
to  remain  passive,  without  expressing  his 
views  to  hjte  fellow  Senators?  In  my 
opinion,  the  posing  of  such  a  proposal  to 
him  would  be  completely  unjustified. 

Various  judgments  will  be  expressed  on 
the  measure.  Each  Senator,  I  hope,  will 
cast  his  vote  primarily  on  the  basis  of 
what  he  believes  isVight  and  proper. 
Many  will  struggle  to  aismiss  from  their 
minds  the  tremendous  motivating  force 
of  political  expediency.  That  will  be  a 
pretty  hard  task  to  achieved  But  if  we 
are  to  perform  our  duty  to  our  country 
properly,  we  should  dismiss  from  our 
minds  completely  any  consideration  of 
what  is  politically  good  or  politically  bad. 
Our  aim  should  be  to  further  a  eburse 
that  will  serve,  in  perpetuity,  our  system 
of  government.  \ 

There  will  be  votes  cast  on  the  basis  or\ 
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iiolitical  expediency.  That  has  been 
ddne  in  the  past,  and  will  be  done  in  the 
future.  We  have  cast  votes  on  the  basis 
of  what  is  politically  advantageous  with 
respectvto  the  repeal  of  taxes.  But  to¬ 
day  and  tomorrow,  we  are  talking  about 
reimposink  taxes.  I  have  just  read  the 
Record  of  the  1965  debate  on  the  repeal 
of  the  automobile  tax;  and  I  am  rather 
proud,  Mr.  President,  that  there  were 
three  of  us  who\voted  against  it:  Sena¬ 
tor  Harry  F.  Byrckof  Virginia,  who  is  no 
longer  with  us,  th\  Senator  from  Dela¬ 
ware  [Mr.  Williams^  and  myself. 

The  argument  was  made  by  others  and 
by  me  that  we  could  not  subscribe  to  a 
reduction  of  taxes  at  the  same  time  that 
we  called  upon  the  Senate,  to  raise  the 
debt  ceiling.  I,  at  least,  could  not  re¬ 
concile  myself  to  that  paradisaical  and 
conflicting  position. 

At  practically  that  same  tifltfi,  the 
Senate  had  two  measures  pending  oef ore 
It.  One  measure  was  to  reduce  ftuies 
and  the  other  was  to  increase  the  debt 
ceiling.  It  was  my  opinion  that  we  coul 
not  vote  for  both,  but  that  we  had  to  beN 
for  one  and  against  the  other.  Many 
voted  for  both.  I  voted  against  both. 

Mr.  President,  I  will  cast  my  vote  on 
cloture  tomorrow.  I  will  do  so  substan¬ 
tially  on  the  basis  of  what  I  believe  will 
provide  a  fair  enjoyment  of  constitu¬ 
tional  rights  for  every  member  of  our 
society. 

We  must  consider  the  constitutional 
rights  of  the  individual  who  owns  a  piece 
of  property.  In  my  judgment,  the  Con¬ 
stitution  says  that  when  a  person,  with 
the  money  earned  by  his  own  labor  and 
by  the  sweat  of  his  own  brow,  buys  a 
piece  of  property  and  builds  upon  it  a 
structure  to  provide  habitation  for  peo¬ 
ple,  he  should  JSe  afforded  protection  by 
the  Constitution.  That  property  and 
building  has  been  purchased  with  the 
results  of  his  labor,  and  the  Government 
has  no  right  to  tell  him  what  he  shall  do 
with  it. 

I  realize  the  significance  of  what  I  have 
said.  The  easy  way  out  would  be  to  say: 
“I  will  vote  for  cloture.”  But  that  would 
not  be  the  conscionable  way  out. 

If  I  were  to  follow  that  course,  I  would 
be  bowing  to  political  advantage  and/ 
political  expediency.  At  this  stage  of : 
public  career,  I  will  not  pay  that  price. 

I  have,  in  my  whole  political  cayeer, 
attempted  with  all  my  might  to  pr6vide 
for  the  full  enjoyment  of  constitutional 
rights  by  every  citizen  of  this /fcountry. 

If  John  Brown  has  acquired  a  piece 
of  property  and  built  upon/it  a  struc¬ 
ture  to  house  human  beings,  and  if  the 
Government  has  given  him  nothing  by 
way  of  grants,  he  is  entitled  to  say:  ‘‘This 
is  my  property.  I  have  a  right  to  deter¬ 
mine  how  I  shall  use  it.” 

That  is  the  way  the  whole  problem 
appears  to  me. 


I  am  finally  <6 f  the  judgment  that  if 
we  in  the  Sengte  begin  to  advocate  that 
principle,  we/shall  be  providing  for  the 
full  constitutional  enjoyment  of  rights 
not  only  by  the  minority,  but  also  by  the 
majority;  The  prospects  of  our  country 
continuing  to  live  will  be  greatly 
enhanced. 

ie  Carmichaels  and  the  McKissons 
cannot  be  permitted  to  run  this  Nation. 


They  speak  not  for  the  Negro  people. 
They  have  made  it  most  difficult  for 
every  Member  of  Congress  to  provide 
help  where  it  is  needed. 

These  men  in  moving  around  the 
country — precipitating  riots,  and  induc¬ 
ing  young  men  to  burn  their  draft  cards 
and  lie  down  in  public  places  to  impede 
the  movement  of  traffic  and  in  front  of 
trains  carrying  military  equipment  and 
personnel — are  seemingly  directing  what 
our  country  shall  do. 

It  is  a  grave  question  that  is  before  us. 
I  recognize  it.  I  repeat  that  throughout 
my  whole  public  career  I  have  fought  for 
and  advocated  the  promotion  of  the  eco¬ 
nomic  and  social  status  of  every  minority 
group  within  our  country.  I  broke  the 
color  barrier — a  firm  one — in  Ohio  while 
I  was  the  mayor  of  Cleveland,  when 
white  firemen  refused  to  sleep  with 
Negro  firemen  in  the  firehouses;  when 
the  water  department  and  the  electricity 
department  of  the  city  of  Cleveland  re¬ 
fused  to  hire  Negroes  because  of  the  fear 
that  white  women  would  not  permit 
them  to  read  the  meters  in  the  homes. 

I  went  into  a  factory  in  Cleveland  it 
rS43  at  2  o’clock  in  the  morning,  wha 
white  women  were  refusing  to  work  with 
Negro  women.  I  got  onto  a  table' and 
said,  Vou  are  Hungarians.  How/would 
you  likerit  if  you  were  seeking  lobs  but 
were  tolck  you  could  not  be  given  jobs 
because  you  are  Hungarian^?”  I  was 
heckled.  Tap  table  was  shaken.  But  I 
went  on  with  iny  argumer 

I  merely  stars:  this  to /Emphasize  that 
I  have  been  a  sriend/of  the  minority 
group  in  the  fullest  degree. 

Repeating  what  Vhave  already  said, 
tomorrow  I  will  vate Vgainst  cloture. 

Mr.  President,/!  yielHthe  floor. 

Mr.  DOMINICK.  Mr.  president,  I  wish 
to  thank  the  distinguishea\3enator  from 
Ohio  for  the  position  he  has  taken  with 
respect  to  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
Illinois  tMr.  Dirksen],  the  Naninority 
leader.  A  believe  it  has  been  grossly  un¬ 
fair  for  the  President  and  others\o  say 
that/the  question  of  what  will  happen  to 
the/civil  rights  bill  depends  solely  on : 
afcor  Dirksen’s  opinion. 

All  of  us  have  deep  respect  and  ad-X| 
miration  for  the  minority  leader,  and  we 
all  hope  that  something  will  be  worked 
out. 

More  than  two-thirds  of  the  member¬ 
ship  of  the  Senate  are  of  the  President’s 
party,  so  to  place  the  responsibility  for 
the  disposition  of  the  civil  rights  bill 
solely  on  the  Senator  from  Illinois  [Mr. 
Dirksen]  seems  to  me  to  be  wholly  er¬ 
roneous  and  misleading  to  the  public  at 
large.  So  I  express  appreciation  to  the 
Senator  from  Ohio  for  the  statement  he 
has  made. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  Colorado  yield? 

Mr.  DOMINICK.  I  yield. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  The  gravity  of  the 
wrong  that  has  been  committed  is  the  be¬ 
lief  that  to  put  the  finger  upon  the  mi¬ 
nority  leader  will  make  a  coward  out  of 
him  and  cause  him  to  abandon  his  honest 
judgment  and  to  abandon  what  he  be¬ 
lieves  is  in  the  best  interests  of  the  coun¬ 
try. 

Nothing  disturbs  me  more  than  people 
who  believe  that  they  can  make  a  coward 


out  of  me.  That  is  what  they  are  t: 
to  do  to  Senator  Dirksen. 

Mr.  DOMINICK.  I  thank  the  Se: 
from  Ohio. 


CHILD 


NUTRITION  ACT  OF  1966- 
AMENDMENT 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
that  the  Chair  lay  before  the  Senate  a 
message  from  the  House  on  S.  3467. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  laid  before 
the  Senate  the  amendment  of  the  House 
of  Representatives  to  the  bill  (S.  3467) 
to  amend  the  National  School  Lunch  Act, 
as  amended,  to  strengthen  and  expand 
food  service  programs  for  children, 
which  was,  to  strike  out  all  after  the 
enacting  clause  and  insert: 

That  this  Act  may  he  cited  as  the  “Child 
Nutrition  Act  of  1966". 

DECLARATION  OF  PURPOSE 

Sec.  2.  In  recognition  of  the  demonstrated 
relationship  between  food  and  good  nutrition 
and  the  capacity  of  children  to  develop  and 
learn,  based  on  the  years  of  cumulative  suc¬ 
cessful  experience  under  the  national  school 
-lunch  program  with  its  significant  contribu¬ 
tions  in  the  field  of  applied  nutrition  re¬ 
search,  it  is  hereby  declared  to  be  the  policy 
of  Congress  that  these  efforts  shall  be  ex¬ 
tended,  expanded,  and  strengthened  under 
the  authority  of  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
as  a  measure  to  safeguard  the  health  and 
well-being  of  the  Nation’s  children,  and  to 
encourage  the  domestic  consumption  of 
agricultural  and  other  foods,  by  assisting 
States,  through  grants-in-aid  and  other 
means,  to  meet  more  effectively  the  neutrl- 
tional  needs  of  our  children. 

SPECIAL  MILK  PROGRAM 
AUTHORIZATION 

Sec.  3.  There  is  hereby  authorized  to  be 
appropriated  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June 
30,  1967,  not  to  exceed  $110,000,000;  for  the 
fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1968,  not  to  ex¬ 
ceed  $115,000,000;  and  for  each  of  the  two 
succeeding  fiscal  years  not  to  exceed  $120,- 
000,000,  to  enable  the  Secretary  of  Agricul¬ 
ture,  under  such  rules  and  regulations  as  he 
may  deem  in  the  public  interest,  to  en¬ 
courage  consumption  of  fluid  milk  by  chil¬ 
dren  in  the  United  States  in  (1)  nonprofit 
schools  of  high  school  grade  and  under,  and 
(2)  nonprofit  nursery  schools,  child-care 
centers,  settlement  houses,  summer  camps, 
and  similar  nonprofit  institutions  devoted 
to  the  care  and  training  of  children.  For  the 
purpose  of  this  section  “United  States’’ 
means  the  fifty  States  and  the  District  of 
Columbia.  The  Secretary  shall  administer 
the  special  milk  program  provided  for  by  this 
section  to  the  maximum  extent  practicable  in 
the  same  manner  as  he  administered  the 
special  milk  program  provided  for  by  Public 
Law  85—478,  as  amended,  during  the  fiscal 
year  ended  June  30,  1966. 

SCHOOL  BREAKFAST  PROGRAM 
AUTHORIZATION 

Sec.  4.  (a)  There  is  hereby  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  for  the  fiscal  year  ending 
June  30,  1967,  not  to  exceed  $7,500,000;  and 
for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1963,  not 
to  exceed  $10,000,000,  to  enable  the  Secre¬ 
tary  to  formulate  and  carry  out,  on  a  non¬ 
partisan  basis,  a  pilot  program  to  assist 
States  through  grants-in-aid  and  other 
means,  to  initiate,  maintain,  or  expand  non¬ 
profit  breakfast  programs  in  schools. 

APPORTIONMENT  TO  STATES 

(b)  Of  the  funds  appropriated  for  the  pur¬ 
poses  of  this  section,  the  Secretary  shall  for 
each  fiscal  year,  (1)  apportion  $2,600,000 
equally  among  the  States  other  than  Guam, 
the  Virgin  Islands,  Trust  Territory  of  the 
Pacific  Islands,  and  American  Samoa,  and 
$45,000  equally  among  Guam,  the  Virgin 
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Islands,  Trust  Territory  of  the  Pacific  Islands, 
and  American  Samoa,  and  (2)  apportion  the 
remainder  among  the  States  in  accordance 
with  the  apportionment  formula  contained 
in  section  4  of  the  National  School  Lunch 
Act,  as  amended. 

STATE  DISBURSEMENT  TO  SCHOOLS 

(c)  Funds  apportioned  and  paid  to  any 
State  for  the  purpose  of  this  section  shall  be 
disbursed  by  the  State  educational  agency 
to  schools  selected  by  the  State  educational 
agency,  to  reimburse  such  schools  for  the 
cost  of  obtaining  agricultural  and  other  foods 
for  consumption  by  needy  children  in  a 
breakfast  program  and  for  the  purpose  of 
subsection  (e).  Such  food  oosts  may  in¬ 
clude,  in  addition  to  the  purchase  price,  the 
oost  of  processing,  distributing,  transporting, 
storing,  and  handling.  Disbursement  to 
schools  shall  be  made  at  such  rates  per  meal 
or  on  such  other  basis  as  the  Secretary  shall 
prescribe.  In  selecting  schools,  the  State 
educational  agency  shall,  to  the  extent  prac¬ 
ticable,  give  first  consideration  to  those 
schools  drawing  attendance  from  areas  in 
which  poor  economic  conditions  exist  and 
to  those  schools  to  which  a  substantial  pro¬ 
portion  of  the  children  enrolled  must  travel 
long  distances  daily. 

(d)  In  circumstances  of  severe  need  where'' 
the  rate  per  meal  established  by  the  Secre¬ 
tary  is  deemed  by  him  insufficient  to  carry 
on  an  effective  breakfast  program  in  a  school, 
the  Secretary  may  authorize  financial  as¬ 
sistance  up  to  80  per  centum  of  the  operating 
costs  of  such  a  program,  including  cost  of 
obtaining,  preparing,  and  serving  food.  In 
the  selection  of  schools  to  receive  assistance 
under  this  section,  the  State  educational 
agency  shall  require  applicant  schools  to 
provide  Justification  of  the  need  for  such 
assistance. 

NUTRITIONAL  AND  OTHER  PRORGAM 
REQUIREMENTS 

(e)  Breakfasts  served  by  schools  partici¬ 
pating  in  the  school  breakfast  program  under 
this  section  shall  consist  of  a  combination  of 
foods  and  shall  meet  minimum  nutritional 
requirements  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  on 
the  basis  of  tested  nutritional  research. 
Such  breakfasts  shall  be  served  without  cost 
or  at  a  reduced  oost  only  to  children  who 
are  determined  by  local  school  authorities 
to  be  unable  to  pay  the  full  cost  of  the  break¬ 
fast.  In  making  such  determinations,  such 
local  authorities  should,  to  the  extent  prac¬ 
ticable,  consult  with  public  welfare  and 
health  agencies.  No  physical  segregation  of 
or  other  discrimination  against  any  child 
shall  be  made  by  the  school  because  of  his 
inability  to  pay. 

NONPROFIT  PRIVATE  SCHOOLS 

(f)  The  withholding  of  funds  for  and  dis¬ 
bursement  to  nonprofit  private  schools  will  be 
effected  in  accordance  with  section  10  of  the 
National  School  Lunch  Act,  as  amended,  ex¬ 
clusive  of  the  matching  provision  thereof. 

NONFOOD  ASSISTANCE  PROGRAM  AUTHORIZATION 

Sec.  5.  (a)  There  is  hereby  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  for  the  fiscal  year  ending 
June  30,  1967,  not  to  exceed  $12,000,000,  for 
the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1968,  not  to 
exceed  $15,000,000,  for  each  of  the  two  fiscal 
years  ending  June  30,  1969,  and  June  30,  1970, 
not  to  exceed  $18,000,000,  and  for  each  fiscal 
year  thereafter  such  sums  as  the  Congress 
may  hereafter  authorize,  to  enable  the  Sec¬ 
retary  to  formulate  and  carry  out  a  program 
to  assist  the  States  through  grants-in-aid 
and  other  means  to  supply  schools  drawing 
attendance  from  areas  in  which  poor  eco¬ 
nomic  conditions  exist  with  equipment  for 
the  storage,  preparation,  transportation,  and 
serving  of  food  to  enable  such  schools  to 
establish,  maintain,  and  expand  school  food 
service  programs.  In  the  case  of  nonprofit 
private  schools,  such  equipment  shall  be  for 
use  of  such  schools  principally  in  connec¬ 
tion  with  child  feeding  programs  authorized 


in  this  Act  and  in  the  National  School 
Lunch  Act,  as  amended,  and  in  the  event 
such  equipment  Is  no  longer  so  used,  that 
part  of  such  equipment  financed  with  Fed¬ 
eral  funds,  or  the  residual  value  thereof, 
shall  revert  to  the  United  States. 

APPORTIONMENTS  TO  STATES 

(b)  The  Secretary  shall  apportion  the 
funds  appropriated  for  the  purposes  of  this 
section  among  the  States  during  each  fiscal 
year  on  the  same  basis  as  apportionments 
are  made  under  section  4  of  the  National 
School  Lunch  Act,  as  amended,  for  supply¬ 
ing  agricultural  and  other  foods,  except  that 
apportionment  to  American  Samoa  for  any 
fiscal  year  shall  be  on  the  same  basis  as  the 
apportionment  to  the  other  States.  Pay¬ 
ments  to  any  State  of  funds  apportioned  for 
any  fiscal  year  shall  be  made  upon  condition 
that  at  least  one-fourth  of  the  cost  of  any 
facilities  financed  under  this  subsection  shall 
be  borne  by  State  or  local  funds. 

STATE  DISBURSEMENT  TO  SCHOOLS 

(c)  Funds  apportioned  and  paid  to  any 
State  for  the  purpose  of  this  section  shall 
be  disbursed  by  the  State  educational  agency 
to  assist  schools,  which  draw  attendance 
from  areas  in  which  poor  economic  condi¬ 
tions  exist  and  which  have  no,  or  grossly 
inadequate,  facilities,  to  conduct  a  school, 
food  service  program,  and  to  acquire  such 
facilities.  In  the  selection  of  schools  to  re¬ 
ceive  assistance  under  this  section,  the  State 
educational  agency  shall  require  applicant 
schools  to  provide  justification  of  the  need 
for  such  assistance  and  the  inability  of  the 
school  to  finance  the  food  service  equipment 
and  facilities  needed.  Disbursements  to  any 
school  may  be  made,  by  advances  or  reim¬ 
bursements,  only  after  approval  by  the  State 
educational  agency  of  a  request  by  the  school 
for  funds,  accompanied  by  a  detailed  descrip¬ 
tion  of  the  facilities  to  be  acquired  and  the 
plans  for  the  use  thereof  in  effectively  meet¬ 
ing  the  nutritional  needs  of  children  in  the 
school. 

NONPROFIT  PRIVATE  SCHOOLS 

(d)  The  withholding  of  funds  for  and  dis¬ 
bursement  to  nonprofit  private  schools  will 
be  effected  in  accordance  with  section  10  of 
the  National  School  Lunch  Act,  as  amended, 
exclusive  of  the  matching  provision  thereof. 

PAYMENTS  TO  STATES 

Sec.  6.  The  Secretary  shall  certify  to  the 
Secretary  of  the  Treasury  from  time  to  time 
the  amounts  to  be  paid  to  any  State  under 
sections  3  through  7  of  this  Act  and  the  time 
or  times  such  amounts  are  to  be  paid;  and 
the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  shall  pay  to  the 
State  at  the  time  or  times  fixed  by  the  Sec¬ 
retary  the  amounts  so  certified. 

STATE  ADMINISTRATIVE  EXPENSES 

Sec.  7.  The  Secretary  may  utilize  funds 
appropriated  under  this  section  for  advances 
to  each  State  educational  agency  for  use  for 
its  administrative  expenses  in  supervising 
and  giving  technical  assistance  to  the  local 
school  districts  in  their  conducting  of  pro¬ 
grams  under  this  Act.  Such  funds  shall  be 
advanced  only  in  amounts  and  to  the  extent 
determined  necessary  by  the  Secretary  to 
assist  such  State  agencies  in  the  administra¬ 
tion  of  additional  activities  undertaken  by 
them  under  section  11  of  the  National  School 
Lunch  Act,  as  amended,  and  sections  4  and 
5  of  this  Act.  There  are  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  such  sums  as  may  be 
necessary  for  the  purposes  of  this  section. 

UTILIZATION  OF  FOODS 

Sec.  8.  Each  school  participating  under 
section  4  of  this  Act  shall,  insofar  as  prac¬ 
ticable,  utilize  in  its  program  foods  desig¬ 
nated  from  time  to  time  by  the  Secretary  as 
being  in  abundance,  either  nationally  or  in 
the  school  area,  or  foods  donated  by  the  Sec¬ 
retary.  Foods  available  under  section  416 
of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949  (63  Stat. 
1058),  as  amended,  or  purchased  under  sec¬ 


tion  32  of  the  Act  of  August  24,  1935  (49 
Stat.  774) ,  as  amended,  or  section  709  of  the 
Food  and  Agriculture  Act  of  1965  (79  Stat. 
1212),  may  be  donated  by  the  Secretary  to 
schools,  in  accordance  with  the  needs  as  de¬ 
termined  by  local  school  authorities,  for 
utilization  in  their  feeding  programs  under 
this  Act. 

NONPROFIT  PROGRAMS 

Sec.  9.  The  food  and  milk  service  programs 
in  schools  and  nonprofit  institutions  receiv¬ 
ing  assistance  under  this  Act  shall  be  con¬ 
ducted  on  a  nonprofit  basis. 

REGULATIONS 

Sec.  10.  The  Secretary  shall  prescribe  such 
regulations  as  he  may  deem  necessary  to 
carry  out  this  Act. 

PROHIBITIONS 

Sec.  11.  (a)  In  carrying  out  provisions  of 
sections  3  through  5  of  this  Act,  neither  the 
Secretary  nor  the  State  shall  impose  any  re¬ 
quirements  with  respect  to  teaching  person¬ 
nel,  curriculum,  instruction,  methods  of  in¬ 
struction,  and  materials  of  instruction. 

(b)  The  value  of  assistance  to  children 
under  this  Act  shall  not  be  considered  to  be 
income  or  resources  for  any  purpose  under 
any  Federal  or  State  laws  including,  but  not 
limited  to,  laws  relating  to  taxation,  welfare, 
and  public  assistance  programs.  Expendi¬ 
tures  of  funds  from  State  and  local  sources 
for  the  maintenance  of  food  programs  for 
children  shall  not  be  diminished  as  a  result 
of  funds  received  under  this  Act. 

CENTRALIZATION  OF  ADMINISTRATION 

Sec.  12.  Authority  for  the  conduct  and 
supervision  of  Federal  programs  to  assist 
schools  in  providing  food  service  programs 
for  children  is  assigned  to  the  Department  of 
Agriculture.  To  the  extent  practicable,  other 
Federal  agencies  administering  programs 
under  which  funds  are  to  be  provided  to 
schools  for  such  assistance  shall  transfer 
such  funds  to  the  Department  of  Agriculture 
for  distribution  through  the  administrative 
channels  and  in  accordance  with  the  stand¬ 
ards  established  under  this  Act  and  the 
National  School  Lunch  Act. 

PRESCHOOL  PROGRAMS 

Sec.  13.  The  Secretary  may  extend  the 
benefits  of  all  school  feeding  programs  con¬ 
ducted  and  supervised  by  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  to  include  preschool  programs 
operated  as  part  of  the  school  system. 

Sec.  14.  There  is  hereby  authorized  to  be 
appropriated  for  any  fiscal  year  such  sums  as 
may  be  necessary  to  the  Secretary  for  his 
administrative  expense  under  this  Act. 

OVERSEAS  DEPENDENT  SCHOOLS 

Sec.  15.  (a)  There  is  hereby  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  for  any  fiscal  year  such  sums 
as  may  be  necessary  to  extend  to  children 
attending  overseas  dependent  schools  ad¬ 
ministered  by  the  Department  of  Defense  the 
benefits  of  this  Act  and  of  the  National 
School  Lunch  Act,  as  amended. 

(b)  The  Secretary,  after  appropriate  con¬ 
sultation  with  the  Secretary  of  Defense,  is 
authorized  to  make  such  rules  and  regula¬ 
tions  as  he  deems  necessary  to  carry  out  the 
purposes  of  this  section. 

MISCELLANEOUS  PROVISIONS  AND  DEFINITIONS 

Sec.  16.  For  the  purposes  of  this  Act — 

(a)  "State”  means  any  of  the  fifty  States, 
the  District  of  Columbia,  the  Commonwealth 
of  Puerto  Rico,  the  Virgin  Islands,  Trust 
Territory  of  the  Pacific  Islands,  Guam,  or 
American  Samoa. 

(b)  "State  educational  agency”  means,  as 
the  State  legislature  may  determine,  (1)  the 
chief  State  school  officer  (such  as  the  State 
superintendent  of  public  instruction,  com¬ 
missioner  of  education,  or  similar  officer), 
or  (2)  a  board  of  education  controlling  the 
State  department  of  education. 

(c)  "Nonprofit  private  school”  means  any 
private  school  exempt  from  income  tax  under 
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section  501(c)(3)  of  the  Internal  Revenue 
Code  of  1954. 

(d)  “School"  means  any  public  or  non¬ 
profit  private  school  of  high  school  grade  or 
under,  including  kindergarten  and  preschool 
programs  operated  by  such  school  and,  with 
respect  to  Puerto  Rico,  shall  also  include 
nonprofit  childcare  centers  certified  as  such 
by  the  Governor  of  Puerto  Rico. 

(e)  “Secretary”  means  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture. 

ACCOUNTS  AND  RECORDS 

Sec.  17.  States,  State  educational  agencies, 
schools,  and  nonprofit  institutions  partici¬ 
pating  in  programs  under  this  Act  shall  keep 
such  accounts  and  records  as  may  be  neces¬ 
sary  to  enable  the  Secretary  to  determine 
whether  there  has  been  compliance  with  this 
Act  and  the  regulations  hereunder.  Such 
accounts  and  records  shall  at  all  times  be 
available  for  inspection  and  audit  by  rep¬ 
resentatives  of  the  Secretary  and  shall  be 
preserved  for  such  period  of  time,  not  in 
excess  of  three  years,  as  the  Secretary  deter¬ 
mines  is  necessary. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  I 
move  that  the  Senate  disagree  to  the 
amendments  of  the  House  to  S.  3467  and 
request  a  conference  with  the  House  on 
the  disagreeing  votes,  and  that  the  con¬ 
ferees  on  the  part  of  the  Senate  be  ap¬ 
pointed  by  the  Chair. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to;  and  the 
Presiding  Officer  apointed  Mr.  Ellender, 
Mr.  Holland,  Mr.  Talmadge,  Mr.  Jordan 
of  North  Carolina,  Mr.  McGovern,  Mr. 
Aiken,  Mr.  Young  of  North  Dakota,  and 
Mr.  Cooper  conferees  on  the  part  of  the 
Senate. 

ORDER  OP  BUSINESS 

Mr.  DOMINICK.  Mr.  President,  I 
have  been  fascinated  this  morning  in 
listening  to  my  colleagues  from  Ohio  and 
Rhode  Island  and  Wisconsin  speak  on 
so  many  subjects,  bringing  up  problems, 
I  must  say,  which  Republicans  have  been 
pointing  out  for  these  5  years.  It  is 
a  great  comfort  to  me,  as  a  member  of 
the  Colorado  delegation,  on  the  Republi¬ 
can  side,  to  hear  my  Democratic  friends 
finally  taking  cognizance  of  the  problems 
that  we  have  been  pointing  out.  I  hope 
that  they  will  continue  to  do  so. 

Mr.  President,  the  subject  about  which 
I  wish  to  speak  today  is  different.  Be¬ 
cause  it  is  different  and  because  thL 
is  not  the  morning  hour  I  ask  unanimous 
consent  that  I  may  proceed  with  /my 
address  on  a  nongermane  subject. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  /With¬ 
out  objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


SOLOMON’S  DECISION 

Mr.  DOMINICK.  Mr/P  resident,  the 
leaders  of  this  Natioiyand  the  entire 
free  world  are  facing/ in  the  relatively 
near  future  some  nafost  awesome  deci¬ 
sions,  comparable  Jn  magnitude  to  the 
decision  posed  J6y  full-scale  nuclear 
war — decisions  sro  Solomonic  in  nature 
that  God  has  /ever  given  the  power  to 
make  such  judgment  to  any  human. 

"The  stage  is  set.  The  curtain  has 
already  parted  to  rise  in  some  parts  of 
the  woria.  The  scene  coming  into  focus 
will  show  mass  starvation  and  nations 
deci/ated  by  disease  of  epidemic  pro- 
pomons  greater  than  the  plagues  of  the 
ladles  Ages. 
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Who  shall  have  the  wisdom  and  the 
power  to  decide  which  people  shall  be 
saved  and  which  shall  be  allowed  to  die 
of  starvation  and  of  disease  brought 
about  through  malnutrition? 

Can  free  nations  or  the  world  itself 
survive  the  forces  which  will  develop  from 
the  driving  hunger  of  the  hundreds  of 
millions  of  people  in  the  food-scarce 
areas  of  the  world?  History  records 
famines  and  plagues,  but  nothing  of  the 
magnitude  which  now  threatens,  and 
consequently  history  does  not  provide  us 
with  answers  to  this  threat. 

There  is,  however,  encouraging  evi¬ 
dence  that  the  calamity  can  be  at  least 
partially  averted  and  the  full  effect  les¬ 
sened  if  the  nations  of  the  world  act 
in  time.  And  like  the  Biblical  story  of 
Joseph,  who  warned  Pharoah  that  7 
years  of  plenty  would  be  followed  by  7 
years  of  famine,  there  is  time  to  act  if 
the  nations  of  the  world  have  the  will 
to  act. 

There  is  no  simple  and  easy  solution 
to  the  specter  of  mass  starvation  in  vast 
areas  of  the  world.  No  magic  incanta- 
ion  will  be  found  to  transform  desert^ 
to  lush  gardens  in  the  twinkling  of 
eya.  Nor  can  we  hope  for  a  repetitim/ of 
the  ^Heavenly  miracle  of  the  five  leaves 
of  bread  and  two  little  fishes  wh/h  fed 
the  multitude  of  5,000  people  gattiered  in 
Galilee  tto  hear  the  teachings /i  Christ. 
We  must  sut  only  put  to  w/er  use  the 
knowledge  we  have  already /ained  in  the 
past  two  decades,  but  we/must  also  ac¬ 
celerate  our  efforts  to  add  to  our  knowl¬ 
edge  of  food  prolhictio/ technology,  and 
find  means  of  cormni/icating  our  knowl¬ 
edge  to  the  have/ot  nations  of  the 
world. 

There  are  ma yfy  coiholex  problems  to 
be  overcome,  and  the  rime  for  solving 
many  of  then/already  is  critically  short. 
Food  production  is  daily  losmg  the  race 
against  papulation  explosion,  in  Latin 
America/ Asia  and  Africa.  'Only  the 
United/States,  Canada,  Australia,  and 
New  Zealand  remain  as  major  food  sur- 
plus/nations  in  the  world.  The  Stwiet 
Union  and  Eastern  Europe  are  barely 
eeting  their  own  needs.  The  rate 
opulation  growth  in  the  rest  of  the\ 
world  threatens  to  surpass  even  our  abil¬ 
ity  to  fill  the  growing  world  food  deficit — 
even  at  the  bare  subsistence  level. 

At  the  beginning  of  this  century  the 
world  had  an  estimated  1,650  million 
human  beings  occupying  its  surface. 
That  number  has  now  doubled,  and  at 
the  present  birth  rate,  will  more  than 
double  again  before  this  century  ends. 
It  is  most  paradoxical  that  the  greatest 
increase  in  population  is  occurring  and 
will  continue  to  occur  in  those  areas 
of  the  world  which  are  now  producing 
less  and  less  of  their  food  needs. 

It  has  been  estimated  that,  if  the  pres¬ 
ent  ratio  between  population  increase 
and  food  production  continues  through¬ 
out  the  world,  in  the  next  dozen  years 
the  world  will  face  a  food  deficit  of  as 
much  as  240  million  metric  tons  annually. 
Under  these  conditions,  the  same  source 
has  estimated  that  48  million  human 
beings  will  be  left  to  starve  and  the  spec¬ 
ter  of  disease  stalking  quietly  through 
whole  populations  debilitated  by  malnu¬ 
trition  will  become  a  terrible  reality. 


Who  has  the  wisdom  to  make  that  dg 
cision:  ‘‘Who  shall  live  and  who  sha 
left  to  starve?” 

The  burden  rests  heavily  up/  the 
United  States.  For  two  decades  We  have 
shared  our  abundance  with  the  hungry 
nations  of  the  world.  Since/1954  farm 
products  worth  an  estimate/ $25  billion 
in  terms  of  the  cost  of  acquisition,  han¬ 
dling,  and  shipping  have  been  distributed 
to  more  than  100  nations  of  the  world 
by  the  United  States /mder  Public  Law 
480,  and  now  we  arer  rushing  still  more 
emergency  aid  to  India.  What  lessons 
can  be  learn  frorn  the  past  20  years? 

There  is  strong  evidence  to  support  the 
conclusion  that  our  handouts  over  the 
past  20  year/nave  served  mainly  to  post¬ 
pone  crises;  and  in  some  instances,  to 
compound/  them  by  an  adverse  effect 
upon  the  recipient’s  incentive  to  help 
himsel/  In  those  areas  we  must  profit 
by  our  mistakes  and  seek  different  solu¬ 
tions.  We  dare  not  continue  our  present 
course  in  those  areas  where  our  gener¬ 
osity  has  created  lethargy  instead  of  in- 
'centive.  This  is  the  crux  of  our  prob¬ 
lem.  Experts  in  the  field  of  human  nu¬ 
trition  have  provided  some  interesting 
analyses. 

Prof.  Nevin  S.  Scrimshaw,  head  of  the 
department  of  nutrition  and  food  science 
at  Massachusetts  Institute  of  Technol¬ 
ogy,  in  his  address  to  the  annual  meeting 
of  the  American  Freedom  From  Hunger 
Foundation  last  October  stated: 

Even  with  up  to  80  percent  of  their  popu¬ 
lation  engaged  in  agriculture,  the  less  de¬ 
veloped  countries  are  losing  the  capacity  to 
feed  themselves.  Before  World  War  II,  the 
less  developed  regions  were  exporting  11  mil¬ 
lion  metric  tons  of  grain  per  year  to  the  de¬ 
veloped  countries.  During  the  early  post 
war  years  from  1948  to  1952,  this  flow  re¬ 
versed,  as  an  average  of  4  million  tons  of 
grain  per  year  moved  from  the  developed  to 
the  less  developed  world.  As  population 
growth  rates  accelerated  in  the  1950’s  the 
flow  increased,  averaging  13  million  tons  an¬ 
nually  in  the  years  1957-59  and  approxi¬ 
mately  25  million  tons  in  1964. 

Per  capita  availability  of  grains,  legumes, 
roots  and  tubers  at  the  end  of  this  decade  is 
projected  as  210  kilograms  per  capita  in  the 
developing  countries,  470  kilograms  for  the 
communist  countries,  and  at  least  670  kilo¬ 
grams  in  the  technically  developed  countries 
rf  the  West.  Food  output  per  person  in  Asia, 
excluding  Communist  China,  has  dropped  4 
percent  since  the  postwar  high  in  1961,  and 
in  Mainland  China  even  more.  Latin  Amer¬ 
ica  output  has  declined  each  year  since  1958, 
dropping  5  percent  in  5  years. 

The  latest  reports  show  per  capita  food 
productionSlower  last  year  than  in  the  pre¬ 
ceding  two  years  in  10  of  20  Latin  American 
countries,  10  of  16  countries  in  the  Far  East, 
and  all  4  of  tire  countries  of  South  Asia — 
India,  Pakistan,  Ceylon  and  Afghanistan.  In 
43  of  63  countries Nnr  which  data  are  avail¬ 
able,  per  capita  production  of  rice,  wheat, 
and  corn  is  now  decreasing. 

Professor  Scrimshaws  conclusions  are : 

We  must  face  certain  hard  facts.  The  con¬ 
sequences  of  a  continuingxiecrease  in  per 
capita  food  production  in  the  developing 
countries  cannot — for  political  economic, 
and  agricultural  reasons — be  avoided  in¬ 
definitely  by  ever  increasing  food  shipments, 
largely  from  the  United  States  .V.  It  is 
evident  that  the  rapidly  worsenings,  world 
food  situation  can  be  permanently  improved 
only  by  two  measures — a  more  rapid  increase 
in  food  production  in  the  developing  cor 
tries  and  a  less  rapid  increase  in  populatior 
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HIGHLIGHTS:  Senate 

agreed 

to  conference/ret 

»ort  on  labor  standards  bill. 

SENATE 

1*  LABOR  STANDARDS.  Agreed  to,  55-38,  the  conference  report  cha  H.  R.  13712,  to 
extend  the  coverage  of  the  Fair  Labor  Standards  Act  to  additional  groups,  in¬ 
cluding  agricultural  employees,  and  to  increase  minimum  wages\under  the  Act. 
This  bill  wtyt  now  be  sent  to  the  President,  pp.  21730-50 

2.  CIVIL  RIGHTS.  Rejected,  54  yeas  to  42  nays  (a  two-thirds  vote  beink  required) , 
a  clotur/ motion  on  H.  R.  14765,  the  civil  rights  bill.  pp.  21631-8/21690-8. 


21716- 


21751 


INTERS  ST  RATES.  The  Banking  and  Currency  Committee  reported  without  amendihent 
K/R.  14026,  to  provide  for  more  flexible  regulation  of  maximum  rates  of  inL 
.est  or  dividends  payable  by  banks  and  certain  other  financial  institutions  ol 
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deposits  or  share  accounts,  to  authorize  higher  reserve  requirements  on  time 
deposits  at  member  banks,  to  authorize  open  market  operations  in  agency  issue^ 
by  the  Federal  Reserve  banks,  etc.  (S.  Rept.  1601).  p.  21622 


4.  SEA- GRAl^T  COLLEGES.  Passed  with  amendment  H.  R.  16559,  to  authorize  sea-g^ant 

colleges^  S.  2439,  the  companion  bill,  was  indefinitely  postponed.  ppy 21708- 
16 

5.  SALT-WATER  RESEARCH.  Received  from  the  Interior  Department  a  proposed  bill  to 

provide  for  participation  by  that  Department  in  construction  and  operation  of 
a  large  prototy^  desalting  plant.  To  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  Committee. 

p.  21622 

6.  SCHOOL  MILK.  Sen.  P^iqxmire  spoke  in  support  of  the  school  mi/k  program,  p, 

21645 

7.  FOOD  NEEDS.  Sen.  Clark  inserted  an  article  on  food  need^ of  the  world,  pp. 

21754-7 

HOUSE 


c 


8.  MILITARY -CONSTRUCTION  APPROPRIATION  BILL.  Passe4/346-3,  as  reported  this  bill, 
H.  R.  17637.  pp.  21569-93 


9.  CHILD  NUTRITION.  Conferees  were  appointed  on  S.  3467,  the  child  nutrition  bill. 
Senate  conferees  have  been  appointed,  p.  21593 

10.  RURAL  DEVELOPMENT.  Rep.  Evins,  Tenn. ,  yteerted  the  President's  statement  on 

the  importance  of  rural  development.  /pp.\21600-2 

11.  WATER  POLLUTION.  Rep.  Rhodes,  Arizy;  inserted  the  Republican  Policy  Committee’s 

statement  on  the  water  pollution  control  program*  pp.  21607-8 

Rep.  Vivian  inserted  testimony  by  Rep,  Willr^m  D,  Ford  favoring  additional 

water-pollution  control,  pp.  21613-4 

12.  EXTENSION  WORK.  Rep.  Natche/  commended  the  work  of\-H  clubs,  pp.  21612-3 

13.  FOOD  MARKETING.  Rep.  Rosenthal  inserted  an  article  analyzing  the  work  of  the 

National  Commission  on  JFood  Marketing,  pp.  21615-7 

14.  SEEDS.  The  Agricultufa  Committee  reported  with  amendments V  R.  15662,  to  make 

various  amendments /to  the  Federal  Seed  Act  (H.  Rept.  2042) p.  21619 

15.  LAND  BANKS.  The /Banking  and  Currency  Committee  voted  to  reportVbut  did  not 

actually  report^)  S.  J,  Res.  153,  to  provide  for  medals  in  commemoration  of  the 
50th  anniversary  of  the  Federal  land  bank  system,  p.  D876 

ITEMS  IN  APPENDIX 

16.  SEA-GRAN^  COLLEGES.  Speech  in  the  House  by  Rep.  Downing  in  support  of  legisla¬ 
tion  to  establish  and  operate  sea-grant  colleges  and  programs,  p.  A480* 

17.  TEXTILES.  Rep.  Whitener  inserted  the  reply  of  the  Avondale  Mills  presidentN^o 
m.  Curtis'  recommendation  that  the  government  "abandon  the  understanding 
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So  the  bill  was  passed. 

The  Clerk  announced  the  following 
pairs: 

Mr.  Hebert  with  Mr.  King  of  New  York. 
Mr.  O’Neill  of  Massachusetts  with  Mr. 
Martin  of  Massachusetts. 

Mr.  Fogarty  with  Mr.  O’Konski. 

Mr.  Celler  with  Mr.  Curtin. 

Mr.  Hagan  of  Georgia  with  Mr.  Glenn  An¬ 
drews. 

Mr.  Davis  of  Georgia  with  Mr.  Walker  of 
Mississippi. 

Mr.  St  Germain  with  Mr.  Brock. 

Mr.  Boland  with  Mr.  Conable. 

Mr.  Hicks  with  Mr.  Quie. 

Mr.  Abernethy  with  Mr.  Dickinson. 

Mr.  Colmer  with  Mr.  Martin  of  Alabama. 

Ir.  Garmatz  with  Mr.  Devine. 

Friedel  with  Mr.  Pelly. 

MN  Fallon  with  Mr.  Horton. 

Mr. 'Farbstein  with  Mr.  Reinecke. 

Mr.  Sickles  with  Mr.  Hansen  of  Idaho/ 

Mr.  Sisk  with  Mr.  Erlenborn. 

Mr.  Morrison  with  Mr  Clancy. 

Mr.  ReesVith  Mr.  Diggs. 

Mr.  Evans  oS  Colorado  with  Mr. ^fonyers. 
Mr.  Roncalio'Vith  Mr.  Madden, 

Mr.  Roybal  with  Mr.  Long  of/touislana. 
Mr.  Resnick  with  Mr.  Landfum. 

Mr.  Stratton  with  Mr.  Hplstoski. 

Mr.  White  of  Idahb  ’ with  Mr.  Holland. 

Mr.  Hawkins  with  MrVSenner. 

Mr.  Morris  with  Mr. /Todd. 

Mr.  Multer  with  My:  Toten. 

Mr.  Albert  with  Mr  Tenzl 
Mr.  Stephens  ynth  Mr.  'Walker  of  New 
Mexico. 

Mr.  Karth  wy6h  Mr.  Willis. 

Mr.  Trimble  with  Mr.  Dorn. 

Mr.  Van  Deerlin  with  Mr.  Abbil 
Mr.  Weltner  with  Mr.  Corman. 

Mr.  Gallagher  with  Mr.  McMillan. 

Mr.  Bogers  of  Texas  with  Mr.  Murra; 
Mr/Dent  with  Mr.  Edwards  of  California. 
Flynt  with  Mr.  Farnsley. 

Ir.  Mills  with  Mr.  Fisher. 

■'Mr.  Aspinall  with  Mr.  Edmondson. 

Mr.  Jones  of  North  Carolina  with  Mr. 
Udall. 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  announced 
as  above  recorded. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on  the 
table. 


GENERAL  LEAVE 

Mr.  SIKES.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  unani¬ 
mous  consent  that  all  Members  may  have 
5  legislative  days  in  which  to  extend 
their  own  remarks  on  the  bill  just  passed 
and  to  include  extraneous  matter. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Florida? 

There  was  no  objection. 
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AMENDMENT  OF  NATIONAL  SCHOOL 
LUNCH  ACT 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  take  from  the 
Speaker’s  desk  the  bill  (S.  3467)  to 
amend  the  National  School  Lunch  Act, 
as  amended,  to  strengthen  and  expand 


food  service  programs  for  children,  with 
the  House  amendment  thereto,  insist  on 
the  amendment  of  the  House,  and  agree 
to  the  conference  asked  by  the  Senate. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  North 
Carolina?  The  Chair  hears  none,  and 
appoints  the  following  conferees :  Messrs. 
Cooley,  Poage,  Gathings,  Hagen  of  Cali¬ 
fornia,  Purcell,  Belcher,  Quie,  and  Mrs. 
May. 

* - ? - 

ANTIRIOT  ACT 

(Mr.  WHITTEN  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute;  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks  and  to  ihclude  extraneous  mat¬ 
ter.) 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  as  a 
former  district  attorney  in  Mississippi, 
one  willing  to  match  my  record  for  the 
fair  discharge  of  my  obligations  as  an 
officer^  with  that  of  anyone,  I  deplore 
what  has  happened  in  my  city  of 
Grenada.  I  have  no  personal  knowledge 
what  happened  yesterday  and  the  day 
before  in  one  of  the  finest  small  cities 
in  the  country,  Grenada,  Miss.,  which  is 
so  close  by  as  to  be  like  my  hometown. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  do  know  that  for 
months  now  outside  agitators,  with  the 
acquiescense  if  not  the  approval  of  the 
U.S.  Department  of  Justice,  have  been 
doing  everything  they  could  think  of 
to  bring  about  riot  and  bloodshed.  They 
have  stood  in  the  public  square,  hurling 
epithets,  screaming  filthy  and  obscene 
language,  with  representatives  of  the 
Department  of  Justice  in  the  area  and 
almost  in  the  position  of  supervising 
these  efforts  to  incite  to  riot.  I  have 
pointed  out  this  situation  on  several  oc¬ 
casions. 

NONVIOLENCE  TAKES  MORE  THAN  WORDS 

Saying  the  word  “nonviolence”  while 
acting  in  a  manner  and  in  concert  with 
other  actions  on  the  part  of  the  speaker 
or  his  associates,  the  logical  and  easy 
to  anticipate  results  of  which  are  to  in¬ 
cite  violence,  you  know  and  I  know  is  to 
incite  violence.  Yet  that  is  what  has 
occurred  regularly. 

I  join  with  Senator  Byrd,  of  Virginia, 
suggesting  that  it  is  time  the  Attorney 
eneral  resigned.  From  the  day  when 
Chief  Justice  Warren,  former  Republi- 
canNGovernor  of  California,  and  his 
associates  on  the  Supreme  Court  changed 
all  the  prior  decisions  of  the  judges  who 
preceded 'him,  and  President  Eisenhower 
backed  him.  up  with  troops  and  bayonets, 
we  have  seek  the  Supreme  Court  render 
decision  aften.  decision  supposedly  pro¬ 
tecting  individuals  but  actually  tying  the 
hands  of  the  police  and  local  law  enforce¬ 
ment  officers,  and  permitting  or  releasing 
criminals  upon  a  Niefenseless  public — 
again  with  the  support  and,  at  times,  on 
what  amounts  to  petition  of  the  Attorney 
General.  I  have  addressed  myself  to  this 
matter  on  several  occasions,  the  last  time 
on  August  18,  page  19103 Xpf  the  Con¬ 
gressional  Record  : 

Antiriot  Act 

Mr.  Whitten.  Mr.  Speaker,  the  o^e  action 
which,  we  have  taken  in  quite  a  lolw;  time 
which  could  be  a  start  toward  a  return  of 
law  and  order  was  the  anti-riot  amendment, 
for  which  I  made  the  concluding  oral  argu¬ 
ment  on  the  floor,  section  502,  of  the  so-called 
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Civile  Rights  Act  of  1966,  page  17665,  CON¬ 
GRESSIONAL  RECORD  Of  August  8,  1966. 

This  amendment,  offered  by  the  gentleman 
from  Florida  [Mr.  Cramer],  provides: 

\“  ‘PROTECTION  OF  RIGHTS 

“  ‘Sec.  502'.  Whoever  moves  or  travels  in  in¬ 
terstate  or  foreign  commerce  or  uses  any 
facility  in  interstate  or  foreign  commerce, 
including  the  mail,  with  intent  to — 

‘“(1)  incite,  promote,  encourage,  or  carry 
on,  or  facilitate  the  incitement,  promotion, 
encouragement,  or  carrying  on  of,  a  riot  or 
other  violent  civil  disturbance:  or 

“  ‘(2)  commit  any  crime  of  violence,  arson, 
bombing,  or  other  act  which  is  a  felony  or 
high  misdemeanor  under\Federal  or  State 
law,  in  furtherance  of,  or  during  commission 
of,  any  act  specified  in  paragraph  (1) ;  or 
“‘(3)  assist,  encourage,  orNinstruct  any 
person  to  commit  or  perform  any  act  speci¬ 
fied  in  paragraphs  (1)  and  (2);  \ 

and  thereafter  performs  or  attempts  to  Per" 
form  any  act  specified  in  paragraphs  (1), 
(2),  and  (3),  shall  be  fined  not  more\than 
$10,000  or  imprisoned  not  more  than\five 
years,  or  both.’  \ 

“And  renumber  the  following  section  ac¬ 
cordingly.”  \ 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  chief  significance  of  the 
adoption  of  this  amendment  is  that  it  shows 
that  the  Members  of  this  House  are  at  last 
showing  some  signs  that  they  realize  this 
Nation  is  about  to  be  destroyed  unless  we 
restore  law  and  order. 

This  provision  is  a  sound  one.  I  hope  the 
Senate  will  adopt  it  as  separate  legislation. 
Under  the  administration  of  the  present  At¬ 
torney  General,  however,  I  doubt  that  much 
would  be  done  to  enforce  its  provisions. 
Actually  if  the  Federal  authorities  would  let 
law  enforcement  function,  no  such  statute 
would  be  needed,  for,  Mr.  Speaker,  the  vari¬ 
ous  States,  including  my  own  State  of  Mis¬ 
sissippi,  have  statutes  against  rioting  or 
inciting  to  riot.  Our  local  law-enforcement 
officers  could  maintain  order  now  under 
State  law,  if  the  Department  of  Justice  and 
other  Federal  authorities  would  allow  the 
local  courts  to  function;  if  they  would  accept 
the  facts,  easily  proven,  and  known  to  the 
people  of  the  Nation,  which  are  that  profes¬ 
sional  agitators  are  busy  stirring  up  strife, 
doing  everything  they  can  to  cause  riots. 
They  say  nonviolence  while  doing  exactly 
that  which  leads  to  violence.  To  promote 
violence  is  not  peaceful,  but  must  be  accepted 
as  overt  acts  toward  inciting  a  riot. 

For  many  weeks  now  the  people  of  one 
of  the  fine  towns  or  cities  in  my  district, 
Grenada,  almost  like  a  home  to  me,  since  I 
grew  up  about  14  miles  from  there,  have 
been  the  target  of  almost  every  kind  of  in¬ 
flammatory  action,  of  vile  language,  or 
epithets,  the  natural  result  of  which  would 
lead  to  fights,  bloodshed,  and  property 
damage.  . . :  / 

Similar  but  worse  situations  have  hap¬ 
pened  and  are  happening  all  over  the  United 
States — Cleveland,  Omaha,  Providence, 
Brooklyn,  Amityville,  New  York/ and  many, 
many  others,  including,  of  coyfrse,  Chicago, 
which  has  been  in  the  forefront  of  the  news — 
for  repeated  outbreaks  hav^been  the  order 
of  the  day  and  night.  The  Nation  now  sees 
this  is  far  more  than  a/ southern  problem. 

Mr.  Speaker,  my  town  of  Grenada  has 
many  fine  people,  sound  people,  and  I  know 
has  excellent  legal  ajid  other  leadership;  and, 
not  being  able  to  be  on  the  ground  regularly 
I  have  hesitated /to  advise.  Now,  however,  I 
believe  the  time  has  come  where  the  people 
of  the  Nation^  realize  that  cities,  counties, 
and  other  political  subdivisions  must  be  per¬ 
mitted  to  /feek  and  secure  restraining  orders 
against  all  persons  known  to  have  gone  from 
place  t <3  place  to  stir  up  hatred,  prejudice, 
while  /attempting  to  wreck  the  local  econ- 
omy/-particularly  where  they  have  incited 
rioife  on  a  small  if  not  a  large  scale  at  other 
points. 


Mr.  Speaker,  I  spoke  on  the  so-called  Civil 
Rights  Act  of  1966  on  July  25,  July  29,  August 
2,  and  August  4,  pointing  out  its  fallacies  and 
detailing  just  what  we  in  the  South  have 
been  up  against  for  quite  a  long  time;  vio¬ 
lence  which  has  now  spread  to  all  sections 
of  the  country.  What  we  need  is  to  get  the 
Federal  Government  to  leave  local  law  officers 
alone  to  discharge  their  duties,  for  law  en¬ 
forcement  is  a  local  and  not  a  national  re¬ 
sponsibility — one  for  which  the  Nation  is  not 
prepared.  We  need  to  let  our  municipalities 
go  into  the  courts  and  obtain  court  assistance 
to  keep  the  peace  by  restraining  orders. 

If  this  had  been  permitted  in  Grenada, 
the  events  of  the  last  few  days  need  not 
have  occurred. 

Mr.  Speaker,  what  we  have  is  a  breakdown 
in  law  and  order  which  will  get  worse  unless 
those  charged  with  the  responsibility  of  keep¬ 
ing  the  peace,  make  full  use  of  the  policemen 
on  the  ground,  backed  up  by  the  local  courts. 
State  and  Federal.  If  we  do  not  do  that,  we 
are  in  for  chaos  and  all  the  excuses  offered 
by  the  Attorney  General  or  other  officials 
would  not  change  what  we  are  in  for. 

I  understand  that  such  a  restraining  order 
against  these  would-be  marchers,  these  peo- 
sple  who  do  everything  to  incite  riots  while 
talking  nonviolence,  has  been  issued  in  one 
section  of  Chicago.  That  Mr.  Speaker,  is  what 
we  need  to  be  permitted  to  do  in  my  town  of/ 
Grenada  where  the  people  have  had  to  put 
up  with,  every  rotten  thing  possible,  fil/hy 
languages  insults,  lawsuits,  and  everything 
else — as  part  of  an  effort  to  wreck  /fverall 
economy  of\Negro  and  white.  Mr.  Speaker, 
this  is  but  a\nove  toward  anarchy/  Federal 
authorities  must  move  back  and  iet  law  en¬ 
forcement,  in  Grenada  and  across  the  Nation, 
function  if  we  arevto  handle  the  situation. 

In  debate  on  the  so-called  Civil  Rights 
Act  of  1966,  I  pointed  out  in  some  detail 
that  what  we  have  ik  a  /breakdown  in  law 
and  order.  One  of  my 'speeches  on  the  sub¬ 
ject  was  the  basis  oy  an  editorial  by  the 
Mobile  Register,  whion  I  (Note  here: 

"TIME  TO  WAKE/tTF  AND  QCIT  FIDDLING 

"Some  things  kaid  in  Congress  the  other 
day  by  Representative  Jamie  lVwhitten  of 
Mississippi  wore  remindful  of  that  familiar 
phrase  abou/  fiddling  while  Romo,  burns. 

“  ‘The  AHierican  people,’  he  said,  ‘have  had 
enough  or  trials  being  delayed,  the\guilty 
going  free  on_  technicalities,  property 'being 
destroyed,  our  police  being  pushed  arotmd. 

"timey  have  a  right  to  expect  us  to\io 
sornething  to  restore  law  and  order,  for  iir\ 
vrwved  is  the  destruction  of  responsible  gov¬ 
ernment. 

“  ‘Here  we  are  with  the  greatest  wave  of 
lawlessness  facing  our  country  all  across  the 
land,  and  yet  the  Congress,  which  should 
take  to  heart  its  own  responsibility,  is  busy 
spending  days  and  days  protecting  the  rights 
of  the  irresponsible  to  serve  on  juries.  Now, 
is  that  not  a  ridiculous  thing  for  us  to  do, 
when  we  should  be  busy  trying  to  make  pun¬ 
ishment  for  crime  more  certain?’ 

"Mr.  Whitten,  continuing  to  emphasize 
the  problem  of  lawlessness  in  the  fact  of  in¬ 
adequate  effort  to  stamp  it  out,  told  his 
colleagues: 

“  ‘We  find  in  today’s  newspaper  reports 
from  at  least  eight  or  10  states  throughout 
the  nation  where  on  yesterday  criminals 
were  running  wild,  destroying  lives  and 
property. 

“  ‘We  see  on  every  hand  the  court’s  getting 
away  from  the  rule  on  which  orderly  gov¬ 
ernment  was  built,  a  general  rule  to  the 
effect  that  if  the  record  clearly  showed  the 
guilt  of  the  defendant  beyond  a  reasonable 
doubt,  he  or  she  would  not  be  released  on  the 
public  on  some  technicality  and  particularly 
a  technicality  raised  by  the  appellate  or  Su¬ 
preme  Court  itself. 

*“.  .  .  It  is  said  that  Nero  fiddled  while 
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Rome  burned.  It  strikes  me  that  is  about 
what  we  are  doing  here. 

"  ‘At  a  time  when  our  country  is  becoming/ 
the  victim  of  the  criminal,  when  our  wiy^s 
and  daughters  and  we  ourselves  are  af/aid 
to-  walk  our  streets,  we  find  the  Congress 
spending  these  hours  and  days  trying  /o  pro¬ 
tect  the  rights  of  irresponsible  p e/sons  to 
sit  on  a  jury.  ...  / 

“  ‘We  need  to  do  something  about  crime 
and  criminals.  We  need  to  make  punish¬ 
ment  more  certain.  We  need  to  put  the 
rights  of  an  orderly  and  lay/abiding  society 
ahead  of  the  whims  of  the  Supreme  Court  .  .  . 

“  ‘It  is  time  to  wake  up/ here  and  quit  fid¬ 
dling.  Rome  is  certai  1#  burning,  and  if  you 
do  not  believe  it,  read  today’s  newspapers.’ 

“There  is  a  glaring/misfortune  in  regard  to 
remarks  such  as  Mr.  Whitten  made  in  Con¬ 
gress  in  this  instance.  The  misfortune  is  re¬ 
marks  of  this  kmd  are  not  made  by  enough 
members  of  /Congress  and  enough  other 
Americans.  / 

“But  nc/  American  with  his  eyes  open 
should  fa/l  to  see  that  it  is  time  to  wake  up 
and  quid  fiddling. 

“Aa/a  postscript  to  Mr.  Whitten’s  remarks, 
we  oall  attention  to  this  excerpt  from  a  Chi¬ 
cago  dispatch  at  weekend  by  United  Press 
International : 

/  “  ‘Hoodlums  broke  windows  in  a  suburban 
department  store  and  stole  24  rifles  and  shot¬ 
guns  from  displays  after  a  rampage  of  vio¬ 
lence  during  which  a  policeman  was  shot  by 
a  sniper.’ 

“More  proof  that  the  time  has  come  in  the 
United  States  to  wake  up  and  quit  fiddling. 
Not  only  is  it  time  to  wake  up  and  quit  fid¬ 
dling — the  need  for  that  is  acute,  urgent, 
imperative.  The  longer  the  delay,  the  greater 
and  more  alarming  the  danger. 

“Why  the  delay — why  the  reluctance  to 
take  urgently  needed  action  with  courage, 
forthrightness  and  resolution?  Two  prime 
factors  in  why  this  action  is  not  taken  are: 
Stupidity  and  politics.  The  American  peo¬ 
ple  cannot  afford  the  brands  of  stupidity  and 
politics  that  leave  them  exposed  to  the  vio¬ 
lence  and  crime  of  the  lawless.” 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  repeat,  there  is  only  one  way 
to  save  this  country  of  ours  and  that  is  for 
the  Attorney  General,  the  Department  of 
Justice,  and  the  Federal  courts  to  back  up  lo¬ 
cal  law-enforcement  officers,  instead  of  nulli¬ 
fying  their  efforts.  If  some  change  is  not 
soon  made,  you  will  have  no  policemen  for 
no  one  would  have  the  job.  Conditions  will 
border  on  that  of  the  Middle  Ages  where  it 
was  every  man  for  himself — and  there  was 
\little  for  anyone. 

\That  was  on  August  18.  Today  it  is 
apparent  that  the  Attorney  General 
muskmove  in  on  these  agitators  who  cre¬ 
ate  nhts,  who  spent  weeks  building  up 
to  wha\  we  have  seen  happen  all  over 
the  courrbry.  From  statements  made  by 
the  present  Attorney  General,  it  is  ap¬ 
parent  he  will  not  do  that.  Again,  I 
agree  with  Senator  Byrd.  We  need  an 
Attorney  General  who  does  not  condone 
agitation  and  agitators,  until  violence 
erupts,  and  b!ood\s  shed,  one  who  rec¬ 
ognizes  the  right  or.  local  people  to  se¬ 
cure  injunction  to  restrain  agitators,  not 
merely  in  Chicago  but  ni  the  small  towns 
of  the  South.  His  appeasement  policy  of 
offering  up  the  South  to  illiterate  voters, 
to  the  withholding  of  fundsNfrom  schools 
by  the  Department  of  Education,  under 
laws  passed  here  by  the  joint  ac¬ 
tion  of  Repubhcan  and  Democratic  lead¬ 
ers  has  failed.  \ 

Chaos  threatens,  not  in  my  section,  but 
in  the  cities  of  the  Nation,  and  the  pow¬ 
ers  that  be  refuse  to  recognize  the  fact. 
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1.  FOOD  TOR  FREEDOM}  CHILD  NUTRITION.  The  conferees  on  Hr— 14929 r-fche-  foo-d-f-or— 
—freedom  billy  and  S.  3467,  the  child-nutrition  bill,  agreed  to  file  conference 
reportf.  p.  D891 


2.  RESEARCH.  Passed  without  amendment  S.  3421,  to  authorize  the  Seci 
culture  to  ccnvey  the  Alaska  Experiment  Station  to  Alaska.  This 
be  sent  to  /he  President,  p.  21955 


>tary  of  Agri- 
1  will  now 


3.  SEEDS.  Bassed  under  suspension  of  the  rules  H.  R.  15662,  to  revise  and  up^ate 
the  Federal  Seed  Act.  pp.  22032-4 


4.  FOREIGN  AID  APPROPRIATION  BILL.  The  Appropriations  Committee  reported  this  bi\l, 
H/R.  17788  (H.  Rept.  2045).  p.  22078 
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5\ LOANS.  The  Agriculture  Committee  reported  H.  R.  13669,  to  authorize  rural-re- 
lewal  loans  for  recreation  and  to  non-profit  corporations  (H.  Rept.  2046). 
v2078 


and 


6.  WATER\  Passed  as  reported  S.  2287,  to  authorize  a  5-year  hydrologic  stu* 
investigation  of  the  Delmarva  Peninsula,  pp.  21952-3 

Rejected  (161-154,  a  2/3  majority  being  needed)  a  motion  to  suspend  the  rules 
and  passes.  J.  Res.  167,  to  enable  the  U.  S.  to  organize  and  hold  an  Inter¬ 
national  Cbqaference  on  Water  for  Peace  in  the  U.  S.  in  1967.  pp. /22013-17 


7.  TRAINING.  Passed  on  suspension  of  the  rules  H.  R.  16715,  to  broaden  and  increase 
the  f lexibility\under  the  Manpower  Development  and  Training  Act .  pp.  22000-13 


FISH  AND  WILDLIFE.  \Conferees  were  appointed  on  H.  R.  9424, /to  provide  for  con¬ 
servation,  protection,  and  propagation  of  native  species  ,of  fish  and  wildlife, 
including  migratory  birds,  that  are  threatened  with  extinction,  and  to  consoli¬ 
date  Interior's  authorities  for  administration  of  the  .National  Wildlife  Refuge 
System.  Senate  conferees^ have  not  been  appointed,  v.  22022 


9.  POLITICAL  ACTIVITY.  Passed  dnder  suspension  of  the1'  rules  '  S-,  1474,  to  create 

a  bipartisan  commission  to  study  Federal  laws  limiting  political  activity  by 
Government  personnel.  pp.  22025-7 


10.  HISTORIC  SITES.  Rejected  (41-31,  Na  2/3  majority  being  needed)  a  motion  to  sus¬ 
pend  the  rules  and  pass  S.  3035,  to\  establish  a  program  for  preservation  of 
additional  historic  properties  throughout  the  Nation,  pp.  22027-31 


INTEREST  RATES, 
education,  pp. 


Rep.  Patman  deplored 
22034-8 


effect  of  increases  on  housing  and 


12.  FOREIGN  TRADE.  .  Rep.  Curtis  objected  to  the  i>*asition  of  the  European  Economic 

Community  in  trade  negotiations/regarding  farm,  products  and  inserted  the  views 
of  the  American  Farm  Bureau  Federation  and  a  Belgian  industrialist.  pp.  22046- 
7 . 


13.  FARM  PROGRAM;  APPROPRIATIONS.  Rep.  Ashbrook  accusedrdiis  Department  of  wasting 
money  and  inserted  an  article  on  the  subject,  p.  220^ 


14.  TENNESSEE  VALLEY  AUTHORITY.  Rep.  Ottinger  said  the  proposed  Tellico  Dam  project 
is  not  needed,  pp.  /2057-8 


15. 


BUILDINGS.  Received  from  the  General  Services  Administration  X  proposed  bill 
"to  amend  the  Public  Buildings  Act  of  1950,  as  amended."  To  Public  Works 
Committee,  p. /22078 

% 


16. 


PASSED  OVER  W.  R.  4497,  to  require  certain  contractors  with  the  U.  s\to  give  an 
affidavit  On  payment  of  subcontractors;  H.  R.  12360,  to  permit  the  salse  of 
grain  storage  facilities  to  nonprofit  agencies;  H.  R.  4429,  to  reimburse  Wyo. 
for  certain  improvements  on  Eden  project  lands;  and  H.  R.  9147,  to  reduce^ the 
frequency  of  meetings  of  the  national  research  advisory  committee,  p.  219^ 


LEGISLATIVE  PROGRAM.  Today  the  House  is  expected  to  consider  the  Private  Calei 
dar  and  the  foreign  aid  appropriation  bill.  p.  D890 
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1724^  to  establish  procedures  to  relieve  domestic  indus¬ 
tries  and  workers  injured  by  increased  imports  from 
low-wags  areas.  Testimony  was  heard  from  public 
witnesses. 

ACCOUNTING  delays 

Committee  on  Government  Operations:  Subcommittee 
on  Executive  anchXegislative  Reorganization  held  a 
hearing  on  delays  in\he  submissions  of  Federal  agency 
accounting  systems  for  approval  by  the  GAO  as  required 
by  the  Budget  and  Accounting  Procedures  Act.  Testi¬ 
mony  was  heard  from  Ertoer  B.  Staats,  Comptroller 
General;  John  W.  Macy,  Chairman,  Civil  Service  Com¬ 
mission;  and  James  F.  Kelly,  Comptroller,  Department 
of  Health,  Education,  and  WelfaK 

CHILD  SAFETY  ACT 

Committee  on  Interstate  and  Foreign  Commerce:  Sub¬ 
committee  on  Public  Health  and  Welfare  held  a  hearing 
on  S.  3298,  to  amend  the  Federal  Hazardous  Substance 
Labeling  Act  to  include  toys  and  certain  household 
goods;  and  concluded  hearings  on  H.R.  13886, \nd  re¬ 
lated  bills,  the  Child  Safety  Act  of  1966.  Testmiony 
was  heard  from  James  L.  Goddard,  Commissioner,  Food 
and  Drug  Administration,  HEW. 

RAILROAD  RETIREMENT  ACT 

Committee  on  Interstate  and  Foreign  Commerce:  Sub¬ 
committee  on  Commerce  and  Finance  met  in  executive/ 
session  and  approved  for  full  committee  action  the  fal¬ 
lowing  bills: 

H.R.  12543,  to  amend  the  Trading  With  the  Enemy 
Act  to  provide  for  the  transfer  of  three  paintings  to  the 
Federal  Republic  of  Germany  in  trust  for  pne  Weimar 
Museum; 

H.R.  14355,  to  amend  the  Railroad  Retirement  Act  of 
1937,  the  Railroad  Unemployment  Insurance  Act,  and 
the  Railroad  Retirement  Tax  Act  to  make  certain  tech¬ 
nical  changes,  to  provide  for  suryivor  benefits  to  children 
ages  18  to  21,  inclusive;  and 

H.R.  17285,  to  amend  the/Railroad  Retirement  Act  of 
1937  and  the  Railroad  Retirement  Tax  Act. 

Prior  to  the  executive'session,  the  subcommittee  held  a 
hearing  on  H.R.  U2543,  title  above.  Testimony  was 
heard  from  Ely  Maurer,  Assistant  Legal  Adviser,  De¬ 
partment  of  Stare;  and  Anthony  Mondello,  Office  of 
Alien  Property,  Civil  Division,  Department  of  Justice. 

INVESTMENT  CREDIT 

Committee  on  Ways  and  Means:  Met  in  executive  ses- 
sioiyon  H.R.  17607,  to  temporarily  suspend  the  invest- 
mt  credit  and  the  application  of  accelerated  depreci- 
Ition.  No  final  action  was  taken. 


Joint  Committee  Meetings 

FOOD  FOR  PEACE 

Conferees,  in  executive  session,  agreed  to  file  a  confer 
ence  report  on  the  differences  between  the  Senate- and 
House-passed  versions  of  H.R.  14929,  to  promote /inter¬ 
national  trade  in  agricultural  commodities  so  avto  com- 
bat  hunger  and  to  further  economic  development. 

SCHOOL  LUNCH 

Conferees,  in  executive  session,  agreed  to  file  a  confer¬ 
ence  report  on  the  differences  between  the  Senate-  and 
House-passed  versions  of  S.  3467,  to  strengthen  and  ex¬ 
pand  food  service  programs  for  schoolchildren. 

BILLS  SIGNED  BY  THE  PRESIDENT 
'New  Laws 

(For  last  listing'  of  public  laws  see  Digest,  p.  D884 t 
September  16,  1966 ) 

H.R.  13558,  to  provide  for  regulation  of  the  practice 
of  certifies public  accountants  in  the  D.C.  Signed  Sep- 
tembetym,  19 66  (P.L.  89-578). 

HX-  399,  authorizing  reconveyance  of  mineral  in- 
toXsts  in  lands  acquired  for  the  Vega  Dam  and  Reser- 
<oir,  Colo.,  to  the  former  owners.  Signed  September 
10M966  (P.L.  89-579). 

PR-  7446?  f°r  the  relief  of  certain  civilian  Norfolk 
Naval  shipyard  employees.  Signed  September  16, 1966 
(P.L.  89^580). 

H.R.  790X  to  rename  the  lock  of  the  Cross-Florida 
Barge  Canal  as  the  “Bert  Dosh  Lock.”  Signed  Septem¬ 
ber  16, 1966  (P.J\89-58i). 

H.R.  8000,  setting  the  fee  for  certifying  more  than  10 
copies  of  a  ship  mortgage  at  $1  per  copy.  Signed  Sep¬ 
tember  16,  1966  (P.L.  00-582). 

COMMITTEE  MEETINGS  FOR  TUESDAY, 
SEPTEMBER  20 

(All  meetings  are  open  unless  otherwise  designated ) 
Senate 

Committee  on  Appropriations,  subcommittee,  on  fiscal  1967 
budget  estimates  for  public  works,  on  civil  Sanctions  items, 
10  a.m.,  room  S-128,  Capitol. 

Subcommittee,  on  H.R.  17637,  military  construction  appro¬ 
priations,  10  a.m.  and  2  p.m.,  1114  New  Senate  Officei3uilding. 

Committee  on  Finance t  executive,  to  consider  H.R.  8436  and 
H.J.  Res.  688,  tariff  bills;  H.R.  5852,  veterans  bill;  and  H.R/^958 
and  13103,  revenue  bills,  10  a.m.,  2221  New  Senate  Office 
Building. 
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Next  meeting  of  the  SENATE 
12:00  noon,  Tuesday,  September  20 


Next  meeting  of  the  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENT  ATT 
12:00  noon,  Tuesday,  September  20 


Committee  on 'Foreign  Relations,  executive,  to  receive  a  brief¬ 
ing  on  the  situation  in  Thailand  from  Assistant  Secretary  of 
State  for  Far  Easterr\A  (fairs  William  Bundy,  io  a.m.,  room 
S-n6,  Capitol. 

Committee  on  the  Judibiary,  Subcommittee  on  Antitrust  and 
Monopoly,  to  continue  its  hearings  on  economic  concentration, 
io  a.m.,  1318  New  Senate  OfNc  Building. 

Committee  on  Labor  and  Pu  bli&W  elf  are,  executive,  on  S.  3164, 
proposed  Economic  Opportunity \Act  amendments  of  1966, 
10  a.m.,  4232  New  Senate  Office  Building. 

Committee  on  Public  Works,  executive,  on  pending  public 
building  prospectuses;  S.J.  Res.  76,  longNange  study  of  future 
development  needs  of  U.S.  Capitol  G  rounds'*. and  S.  212,  desig¬ 
nating  the  W.  P.  Franklin  lock  and  control  structure,  Florida, 
10  a.m.,  4110  New  Senate  Office  Building. 

Subcommittee  on  Flood  Control — Rivers  and ''Harbors,  on 
S.  3698,  to  convert  the  revenue  bonds  issued  by  the  StSLawrence 
Seaway  Development  Corporation  to  capital  stock,  10  auu.,  4200 
New  Senate  Office  Building. 

Special  Committee  on  Aging,  Subcommittee  on  Health  oNdie 
Elderly,  to  hold  hearings  on  modern  health  screening  methoc 
10  a.m.,  room  G-308  (auditorium),  New  Senate  Office  Building. 

House 

Committee  on  Banking  and  Currency,  to  continue  consider¬ 
ation  of  S.  3158,  the  Financial  Institutions  Supervisory  Act  of 
1 966,  10  a.m.,  2128  Rayburn  House  Office  Building. 

Committee  on  Education  and  Labor,  General  Subtfommittee 
on  Labor,  to  continue  consideration  of  H.R.  1683*;  to  require 
the  Secretary  of  Labor  to  investigate  the  effect  or  foreign  com¬ 
petition  on  domestic  employment  when  a  complaint  is  filed  by 
an  employer  or  labor  organization;  and  H.R/17248,  to  establish 
procedures  to  relieve  domestic  industries  arul  workers  injured  by 
increased  imports  from  low-wage  areas,,*)^  a.m.,  2257  Rayburn 
House  Office  Building. 

General  Subcommittee  on  Education,  to  consider  H.J.  Res. 
965,  and  related  resolutions,  to  reaffirm  as  congressional  policy 
the  Nation’s  goal  of  equal  educational  opportunity  at  all  levels 
of  learning  without  financial  barriers,  9:30  a.m.,  2261  Rayburn 
House  Office  Building. 


Committee  on  Foreign  Affairs,  to  continue  consideration  of 
H.  Con.  Res.  523  and  H.J.  Res.  769,  to  establish  an  Atlantic 
Union  Delegation,  10  a.m.,  2172  Rayburn  Hduse  Office  Building. 

Subcommittee  on  Europe,  executive,  tur consider  S.  1935  and 
S.  2064,  to  amend  the  International  Claims  Settlement  Act  of 
1949,  immediately  after  House  vote/on  the  foreign  aid  appro¬ 
priation  bill,  H-227  U.S.  Capitol/Building. 

Committee  on  Interstate  and/Foreign  Commerce ,  executive, 
on  pending  legislation,  10  adn.,  2123  Rayburn  House  Office 
Building. 

Committee  on  Merchant  Marine  and  Fisheries,  Special  Sub¬ 
committee  on  Maritime  Education  and  Training,  to  consider 
educational  programs  in  the  State  maritime  academies,  10  a.m., 
1334  Longworth  Fiouse  Office  Building. 

Committee  oi(  Rules,  to  consider  H.  Res.  826,  and  similar 
measures,  to  ornate  a  select  committee  to  investigate  policies  and 
guidelines  /5n  school  desegregation;  and  H.R.  13161,  the  Ele¬ 
mentary  amd  Secondary  School  Assistance  Act,  10:30  a.m.,  H-313 
U.S.  Cdpitol  Building. 

Ccnnmittee  on  Science  and  Astronautics,  Ad  Hoc  Subcommit¬ 
tee an  H.R.  17424,  to  consider  H.R.  17424,  to  promote  and  sup¬ 
port  representation  of  U.S.  interests  in  voluntary  international 
^commercial  standards  activities,  to  establish  a  clearinghouse  for 
smmercial  and  procurement  standards,  10  a.m.,  2325  Rayburn 
Hdt,  ^e  Office  Building. 

Cohnnittee  on  Ways  and  Means,  executive,  to  continue  con¬ 
sideration  of  H.R.  17607,  to  temporarily  suspend  the  investment 
credit  anoythe  application  of  accelerated  depreciation,  10  a.m., 
committee  r»spm,  Longworth  House  Office  Building. 

Joint  Committees 

Joint  Committee\n  Atomic  Energy,  to  resume  its  hearings 
on  S.  3722  and  H.R.  *6920,  relating  to  recordkeeping  for  radi¬ 
ation  workers,  10  a.m.  ahd  2  p.m.,  room  AE-i,  Capitol. 

Conferees>  executive,  on\H-R.  14088,  authorizing  improved 
health  benefits  programs  fob.  members  of  the  Armed  Forces, 
10:30  a.m.,  room  EF-100,  Capiu: 

Conferees,  executive,  on  S.  2393^uthorizing  additional  GS-16, 
17,  and  18  positions  for  new  agenclg^  and  expanded  functions, 
2:30  p.m.,  room  S-321,  Capitol. 
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The  public  proceedings  of  each  House  of  Congress,  as  reported 
by  the  Official  Reporters  thereof,  are  printed  pursuant  to  direc¬ 
tions  of  the  Joint  Committee  on  Printing  asguthorized  by 
ppropriate  provisions  of  Title  44,  United  States  Code,  and  published  for  each  day  that  one  or  both  Houses  are  ifysession,  ex¬ 
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HIGHLIGHTS:  House  receive/ 

conference  report  on 

child  nutrition  bill.  Senate 

com- 

mittee  voted  to  report  bills  to  authorize  rural-renewal  loans  Vor  recreation,  re¬ 
vise  Seed  Act,  and  permit  holding  of  prepayments  of  FHA  loans.  \>en.  Jordan  announced 
hearings  on  revised  Aiken  bill  to  prevent  handlers  from  treating  Cooperatives  un¬ 
fairly.  House  agreed  to  conference  report  on  bill  to  authorize  additional  supergrade 
positions.  Rep.  Callaway  criticized  USDA  announcement  of  regulation  \hange  re  with¬ 
drawal  of  certaija  inspection  services. 

SENATE 

1.  LOANS;  SEJ?bs.  The  Agriculture  and  Forestry  Committee  voted  to  report\(but  did 

not  actually  report)  S.  688,  to  authorize  rural-renewal  loans  for  recreation 
and  tes  non-profit  organizations;  H.  R.  15662,  to  revise  the  Federal  See\Act; 
andA.  R.  15510,  to  permit  the  Department  to  hold  prepayments  to  the  Farmers 
Home  Administration  on  loans,  p.  D900 

2.  .COOPERATIVES.  Sen.  Aiken  submitted  an  amendment  which  he  intends  to  propose  as 
a  substitute  for  S.  109,  to  prevent  handlers  from  treating  cooperatives 


unfairly.  The  amendment  was  printed  in  the  Record.  Sen.  Jordan  announced  the 
hearings  will  be  held  Sept.  28.  pp.  22632,  22633-4 


3.  BUILDINGS.  Passed  as  reported  H.  R.  14019,  to  authorize  additional  appropria¬ 

tions  for  Government  buildings  in  foreign  countries,  pp.  22562-4 

\ 

4.  MINERALS.  Passed  as  reported  S.  3485,  to  establish  standards  for  determining 

whether  a  particular  amendment  is  a  common  variety  under  the  Common  Varieties 
Act  and  therefore  subject  to  leasing,  pp.  22564-6 

5.  CHILD  NUTRITION.  Sen.  Proxmire  expressed  satisfaction  at  legislative  progress 
of  the  child  nutrition  bill.  p.  22592 

6.  CONGRESSIONAL  REORGANIZATION.  The  Special  Committee  on  the  Organization  of 
Congress  reported/tfte  proposed  Legislative  Reorganization  Act  of  1966  (S.  Rept. 
1629).  Sen.  Monroney  saidh  "It  enlarges  the  role  oX  the  General  Accounting 
Office  in  making  a  greater  variety  of  budgetary  dat4--suitable  for  computer 
programming--available  to  all.  Members  and  by  providing  expert  staff  assistance 
in  GAO  to  be  on  call  by  the  standing  committees/to  assist  in  modern  program 
evaluation  techniques.  It  provides  for  more  frequent  budget  updating  and  more 
long-range  projections  of  continuing  prograips.  It  requires  an  analysis  of  the 
budgetary  consequences  of  new  legislation  J^y  the  legislative  committees.  It 
recommends  a  more  open,  output  orienbed  Appropriations  review...  It  attempts 
to  rationalize  congressional  scheduling^by  providing  for  an  August  recess  pe¬ 
riod  in  the  event  the  business  of  th^/ session  has  not  been  concluded  by  the 
legal  adjournment  date  of  July  31.'^  pp.  \2656-8 

7.  SALT-WATER  RESEARCH.  Passed  without  amendment  S.  3823,  to  authorize  the  Inte¬ 
rior  Department  to  participate/in  construction^and  operation  of  a  large  proto¬ 
type  desalting  plant,  pp.  22867-70 


8.  JOB  CORPS.  Sen. 
pp.  22670-4 


Dominick  Criticized  administration\?f  the  Job  Corps  program. 


9.  FOREIGN  AID.  Passed ytfithout  amendment  S.  J.  Res.  194,  t> authorize  the  Presi 
dent  to  designate  )3^ct.  31  of  each  year  as  National  UNICEPVDay.  p.  22628 

10.  LEGISLATIVE  PROGRAM.  Sen.  Mansfield  stated  his  hope  that  thd\Labor-HEW  appro¬ 
priation  bill/will  be  reported  today,  in  which  event  it  is  to\be  considered 
tomorrow,  September  23;  and  that,  if  reported  this  week,  the  bri.1  to  estaolish 
a  Department  of  Transportation,  and  the  health  and  education  bili^,  will  be 
considered  next  week.  p.  22620 

HOUSE 

SUPfSRGRADES .  Agreed  to  the  conference  report  on  S.  2393,  to  authorize  30i 
idditional  positions  at  GS-16,  17,  and  18.  p.  22424 

AWARDS.  The  Foreign  Affairs  Committee  reported  S.  2463,  to  grant  the  consent 
of  the  Congress  to  acceptance  of  certain  gifts  and  decorations  from  foreign 
governments  (H.  Rept.  2052).  p.  22559 


13.  CHILD  NUTRITION.  Received  the  conference  report  on  S.  3467,  the  child  nutri¬ 
tion  bill  (H.  Rept.  2063).  The  conferees  accepted  the  bill  as  passed  by  the 
house  (for  provisions  see  Digest  110)  with  the  exception  of  House  amendments 


3 


* 


to  add  the  Trust  Territory  of  the  Pacific  Islands  and  to  authorize  appropria¬ 
tions  to  extend  to  children  attending  overseas  dependents  schools  administered 
by  the  Dept,  of  Defense,  the  administration  of  which  the  conferees  felt  "would 
be  extremely  difficult  and  also,  with  respect  to  the  extension  of  feeding  pro¬ 
grams  to  overseas  dependents  schools,  that  this  involved  matters  of  substan¬ 
tive  legislation  and  policy  affecting  not  only  this  Act  but  the  National  School 
Lunch  Act  and,  therefore,  should  be  the  subject  of  separate  legislative  consi- 
deration."  pp.  22481-3 


PUBLIC  WORKS  APPROPRIATION  BILL. 
17787.  pp.  22424-480,  22554 


Passed  without  amendment  this  bill,  H.  R. 


VTERSHEDS.  A  subcommittee  of  the  Agriculture  Committee  approved  for  full  com- 
,ttee  action  work  plans  for  two  watershed  projects,  p.  D902 


COPYRIGHT  LAW.  A  subcommittee  of  the  Judiciary  Committee  approved  for  full 
committee  action  H.  R.  4347,  to  revise  the  Copyright  Law,  title  17  of  the 
United  States  Code.  p.  D903  /  '■ 


COMMITTEE  BUSINESS.  The  Merchant  Marine  and  Fisheries  Committee  voted  to  re¬ 
port  (but  did  hot  actually  report)  H.  R.  14699,  amended,  to  authorize  the 
Secretary  of  theNInterior  to  develop,  through  the  use  of  experiment  and  de¬ 
monstration  plantsV  practicable  and  economic  means  for  the  production  by  the 
commercial  fishing  industry  of  fish  protein  concentrate,  H.  R.  13447,  amended, 
to  authorize  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  in  cooperation  with  the  States  to 


preserve,  protect,  develop,  restore,  and  make  accessible  estuarine  areas  of 


the  Nation  which  are  valuable  for  sport  and  commercial  fishing,  wildlife  con¬ 
servation.  recreation  and  scenic  beauty,  and  H.  R.  11475,  amended,  to  provide 
for  the  control  or  elimination\of  Iellyfish^and  other  such  pests  in  the  coastal 
waters  of  the  U.  S.  p.  D903  \ 


WATER  SUPPLY;  FLOOD  CONTROL.  Rep.  Hi 
questing  funds  for  a  start  on  the  Lj 
needed  to  control  serious  flooding  and 
farmers  in  that  area.  pp.  22480^1 


Ida.,  inserted  his  testimony  re- 


Teton  Dam,  Idaho,  which  he  stated  is 
provide  supplemental  water  to  the 


CONGRESSIONAL  REORGANIZATION.  Rep.  Madden  urgb^  support  of  the  proposed  Legis¬ 
lative  Reorganization  Act  6f  1966.  p.  22506 

Rep.  Staggers  inserted  an  editorial  commendirik  the  recommendations  of  the 
Joint  Committee  on  th/ Organization  of  the  Congress\  pp.  22555-6 


CONSERVATION.  Rep/ Secrest  paid  tribute  to  the  89th  Congress  as  "the  great 
conservation-mipned"  Congress,  p.  22506 


INSPECTION  SERVICES.  Rep.  Callaway  criticized  a  proposed  Department  regulation 
"which  would  make  it  possible  for  the  Department  to  withdraw  inspection  ser¬ 
vice  from  any  processing  plant  in  the  event  that  any  employee  attempted  to 
interfere  with  the  inspector,"  and  inserted  his  testimony  urging  tH^t  the  pro¬ 
posed.  regulation  be  forgotten,  pp.  22522-3 


-EG  I  SI,  ATI  VE  ACCOMPLISHMENTS .  Rep.  Redlin  reviewed  the  activities  of  the  8^th 
Congress  including  items  of  interest  to  this  Department,  pp.  22544-5  \ 
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ITEMS  IN  APPENDIX 


23.  LEGISLATIVE  ACCOMPLISHMENTS.  Reps.  Fogarty,  Pike,  and  Roudebush  inserted 
record  of  89th  Congress  accomplishments,  pp.  A4873-6,  A4876-9,  A4883 


24.  URBAN  AFFAIRS,  Extension  of  remarks  of  Rep.  Ford  inserting  an  article  and 
stating  that  it  cites  the  President's  Pa,  speech  "as  an  eloquent  appeal  to 
stem  the  continuing  migration  from  farms  and  countryside  into  our  /ig  cities, 
p.  A4876 


25.  RURAL  AREAS,  Extension  of  remarks  of  F„ep.  Dole  expressing  the  Necessity  for 
rural  area  development  and  inserting  an  article,  "New  Beef  Processing  Plant 
Will  Fill  Urgent  Need."  pp.  A4881-2 


26.  CORN;  AGRICULTURAL  POLICY.  Extension  of  remarks  of  Reps.  Poage  and  Cooley 

inserting  a  policy  statement  of  the  Corn  Refiners  Ass't)/,  Inc.  pp.  A4883-4, 
A4894-5 


27.  FOREIGN  AID.  Rep.  Ku^erman  inserted  an  article,  "■ 
Aid."  pp.  A4884-6 


28.  WATER  SUPPLY.  Extension  or  remarks  of  Rep.  B  criticizing  the  lack  of  accomp 
lishment  in  the  program  to \preserve  water  su  ies,  and  stating  that  "Some 
blame  the  lack  of  funds  and\thers  blame  the  vision  of  authority  between 


various  agencies  of  the  Government. 


VI 


29.  FOOD  SUPPLY.  Extension  of  remark's  of  Re/.  Kastenmeir  commending  and  inserting 
Rep.  Stalbaum's  recent  address  in\whiqh  he  offered  suggestions  "that  a  new 
approach  be  made  by  the  Department  of  Agriculture  to  obtain  the  necessary  foo 
items  for  our  food  programs."  pp.  ,A4895-7 


New  Framework  for  Forei/ 


5,4892-3 


BILLS  INTRODUCED 


30.  DISASTER  RELIEF.  H.  R.  17896  fey  Rep.  MathiSs,  to  eliminate  the  test  of  finan¬ 
cial  need  as  a  prerequisite /for  the  sale  ofXfeed  for  livestock  in  emergency 
areas;  to  Agriculture  Committee.  Remarks  of \uthor  pp.  22517-20 

H.  R.  17897  by  Rep.  Mathias,  to  provide  additional  drought  disaster  re¬ 
lief  by  reimbursement  or  one-half  the  cost  of  shipment  of  hay;  to  Agriculture 
Committee.  Remarks  oi/ author  pp.  22517-20 


31.  REORGANIZATION.  S.  2848  by  Sen.  Monroney  and  H.  R.  1X873  by  Rep.  Curtis,  to 
improve  the  operation  of  the  legislative  branch  of  the.  Federal  Government; 
to  Rules  Committee.  Remarks  of  Sen.  Monroney,  pp.  2265^-8  and  Rep.  Curtis, 
pp.  22513-7 


32.  FEDERAL  AID.  /H.  R.  17876  by  Rep.  Cohelan,  to  provide  unifonH.  fair,  and  equi¬ 
table  treatment  of  persons,  businesses,  or  farms  displaced  by\  Federal  ancj 
federally /assisted  programs;  to  Public  Works  Committee, 


33.  INFORMATION.  H.  R.  17895  by  Rep.  Teague,  Texas,  to  impose  certaii\sa 

on  investigations  carried  out  by  Federal  agencies;  to  Judiciary  Committee 


ifeguar 


34.  VETJ2&ANS  BENEFITS.  H.  R.  17893  by  Rep.  Gilligan,  to  amend  title  38  of\the 

Ignited  States  Code  so  as  to  increase  the  rates  of  financial  assistance \inder 
:he  veterans'  educational  assistance  program  of  that  title  and  to  broader 
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September  21,  1966. — Ordered  to  be  printed 


■xMr.  Cooley,  from  the  committee  of  conference,  submitted  the 
0  following 


CONFERENCE  REPORT 

[To  accompany  S.  3467] 


The  committee  of  conference  on  the  disagreeing  votes  of  the  two 
Houses  on  the  amendment  of  the  House  to  the  bill  (S.  3467),  to  amend 
the  National  School  Lunch  Act,  as  amended,  to  strengthen  and 
expand  food  service  programs  for  children,  having  met,  after  full  and 
free  conference,  have  agreed  to  recommend  and  do  recommend  to 
their  respective  Houses  as  follows: 

That  the  Senate  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment 
of  the  House  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment  as  follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  matter  proposed  to  be  inserted  by  the  House  amend¬ 
ment  insert  the  following:  That  this  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  “Child 
Nutrition  Act  oj  1966”. 


D 


DECLARATION  OF  PURPOSE 

Sec.  2.  In  recognition  oj  the  demonstrated  relationship  between  food 
and  good  nutrition  and  the  capacity  oj  children  to  develop  and  learn, 
based  on  the  years  oj  cumulative  successjul  experience  under  the  national 
school  lunch  program  with  its  signijicant  contributions  in  the  jield  oj 
applied  nutrition  research,  it  is  hereby  declared  to  be  the  policy  oj  Congress 
that  these  efforts  shall  be  extended,  expanded,  and  strengthened  under  the 
authority  oj  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  as  a  measure  to  sajeguard  the 
health  and  well-being  oj  the  Nation’s  children,  and  to  encourage  the  domes¬ 
tic  consumption  oj  agricultural  and  other  joods,  by  assisting  States, 
through  grants-in-aid  and  other  means,  to  meet  more  ejfectively  the 
nutritional  needs  oj  our  children. 


SPECIAL  MILK  PROGRAM  AUTHORIZATION 

Sec.  3.  There  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  jor  the  jiscal 
year  ending  June  30,  1967,  not  to  exceed  $110,000,000;  jor  the  jiscal  year 
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ending  June  30,  1968,  not  to  exceed  $115 ,000,000;  and  j or  each  of  the  two 
succeeding  fiscal  years  not  to  exceed  $120,000,000,  to  enable  the  Secretary 
of  Agriculture,  under  such  rules  and  regulations  as  he  may  deem  in  the 
public  interest,  to  encourage  consumption  of  fluid  milk  by  children  in  the 
United  States  in  {1 )  nonprofit  schools  of  high  school  grade  and  under,  and 
(2)  nonprofit  nursery  schools,  child-care  centers,  settlement  houses,  summer 
camps,  and  similar  nonprofit  institutions  devoted  to  the  care  and  training 
of  children.  For  the  purposes  of  this  section  “  United  States”  means  the 
fifty  States  and  the  District  of  Columbia.  The  Secretary  shall  administer 
the  special  milk  program  provided  for  by  this  section  to  the  maximum  extent 
practicable  in  the  same  manner  as  he  administered  the  special  milk 
program  provided  for  by  Public  Law  85-478,  as  amended,  during  the 
fiscal  year  ended  June  30,  1966. 

SCHOOL  BREAKFAST  PROGRAM  AUTHORIZATION 

Sec.  4 •  ( a )  There  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  for  the  fiscal 
year  ending  June  30,  1967,  not  to  exceed  $7,500,000;  and  for  the  fiscal  1 
year  ending  June  30,  1968,  not  to  exceed  $10,000,000,  to  enable  the  - 
Secretary  to  formidate  and  carry  out,  on  a  nonpartisan  basis,  a  pilot 
program  to  assist  States  through  grants-in-aid  and  other  means,  to 
initiate,  maintain,  or  expand  nonprofit  breakfast  programs  in  schools. 

APPORTIONMENT  TO  STATES 

(b)  Of  the  funds  appropriated  for  the  purposes  of  this  section,  the 
Secretary  shall  for  each  fiscal  year,  ( 1 )  apportion  $2,600,000  equally 
among  the  States  other  than  Guam,  the  Virgin  Islands,  and  American 
Samoa,  and  $45,000  equally  among  Guam,  the  Virgin  Islands,  and 
American  Samoa,  and  ( 2 )  apportion  the  remainder  among  the  States  in 
accordance  with  the  apportionment  formula  contained  in  section  4  of  the 
National  School  Lunch  Act,  as  amended. 

STATE  DISBURSEMENT  TO  SCHOOLS 

(c)  Funds  apportioned  and  paid  to  any  State  for  the  purpose  of  this 
section  shall  be  disbursed  by  the  State  educational  agency  to  schools 
selected  by  the  State  educational  agency,  to  reimburse  such  schools  for  the  ^ 
cost  of  obtaining  agricultural  and  other  foods  for  consumption  by  needy'  J 
children  in  a  breakfast  program  and  for  the  purpose  of  subsection  (d) . 
Such  food  costs  may  include,  in  addition  to  the  purchase  price,  the  cost  of 
processing,  distributing,  transporting ,  storing,  and  handling.  Disburse¬ 
ment  to  schools  shall  be  made  at  such  rates  per  meal  or  on  such  other 
basis  as  the  Secretary  shall  prescribe.  In  selecting  school's,  the  State 
educational  agency  shall,  to  the  extent  practicable,  give  first  consideration 
to  those  schools  drawing  attendance  from  areas  in  which  poor  economic 
conditions  exist  and  to  those  schools  to  which  a  substantial  proportion  of 
the  children  enrolled  must  travel  long  distances  daily. 

(d)  In  circumstances  of  severe  need  where  the  rate  per  meal  established 
by  the  Secretary  is  deemed  by  him  insufficient  to  carry  on  an  effective 
breakfast  program  in  a  school,  the  Secretary  may  authorize  financial 
assistance  up  to  80  per  centum  of  the  operating  costs  of  such  a  program, 
including  cost  of  obtaining,  preparing,  and  serving  food.  In  the  selection 
of  schools  to  receive  assistance  under  this  section,  the  State  educational 
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agency  shall  require  applicant  schools  to  provide  justification  oj  the  need 
for  such  assistance. 

NUTRITIONAL  AND  OTHER  PROGRAM  REQUIREMENTS 

(e)  Breakfasts  served  by  schools  participating  in  the  school  breakfast 
program  under  this  section  shall  consist  of  a  combination  of  foods  and  shall 
meet  minimum  nutritional  requirements  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  on  the 
basis  of  tested  nutritional  research.  Such  breakfasts  shall  be  served 
without  cost  or  at  a  reduced  cost  only  to  children  who  are  determined,  by 
local  school  authorities  to  be  unable  to  pay  the  full  cost  of  the  breakfast. 
In  making  such  determinations,  such  local  authorities  should,  to  the 
extent  practicable,  consult  with  public  welfare  and  health  agencies.  No 
physical  segregation  of  or  other  discrimination  against  any  child  shall  be 
made  by  the  school  because  of  his  inability  to  pay. 

NONPROFIT  PRIVATE  SCHOOLS 

(f)  The  withholding  of  funds  for  and  disbursement  to  nonprofit 
private  schools  will  be  effected  in  accordance  with  section  10  of  the  Na¬ 
tional  School  Lunch  Act,  as  amended,  exclusive  of  the  matching  provi¬ 
sions  thereof. 

NONFOOD  ASSISTANCE  PROGRAM  AUTHORIZATION 

Sec  5.  (a)  There  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated,  for  the 
fiscal  year  ending  June  80,  1967 ,  not  to  exceed  $12,000,000,  for  the  fiscal 
year  ending  June  30,  1968,  not  to  exceed  $15 ,000,000,  for  each  of  the 
two  fiscal  years  ending  June  30,  1969,  and  June  30,  1970,  not  to  exceed 
$18,000,000,  and  for  each  fiscal  year  thereafter  such  sums  as  the  Congress 
may  hereafter  authorize,  to  enable  the  Secretary  to  formulate  and.  carry 
out  a  program  to  assist  the  States  through  grants-in-aid  and  other  means 
to  supply  schools  drawing  attendance  from  areas  in  which  poor  economic 
conditions  exist  with  equipment,  other  than  land  or  buildings,  for  the 
storage,  preparation,  transportation,  and  serving  of  food  to  enable  such 
schools  to  establish,  maintain,  and.  expand  school  food,  service  programs. 
In  the  case  of  nonprofit  private  schools,  such  equipment  shall  be  for  use 
of  such  schools  principally  in  connection  with  child  feeding  programs 
authorized  in  this  Act  and  in  the  National  School  Lunch  Act,  as  amended, 
and  in  the  event  such  equipment  is  no  longer  so  used,  that  part  of  such 
equipment  financed  with  Federal  funds,  or  the  residual  value  thereof, 
shall  revert  to  the  United  States. 

APPORTIONMENTS  TO  STATES 

( b )  The  Secretary  shall  apportion  the  funds  appropriated  for  the  pur¬ 
poses  of  this  section  among  the  States  during  each  fiscal  year  on  the  same 
basis  as  apportionments  are  made  under  section  Jf  of  the  National  School 
Lunch  Act,  as  amended,  for  supplying  agricultural  and  other  foods, 
except  that  apportionment  to  American  Samoa  for  any  fiscal  year  shall  be 
on  the  same  basis  as  the  apportionment  to  the  other  States.  Payments  to 
any  State  of  funds  apportioned  for  any  fiscal  year  shall  be  made  upon 
condition  that  at  least  one-fourth  of  the  cost  of  any  equipment  financed 
under  this  subsection  shall  be  borne  by  State  or  local  funds. 
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STATE  DISBURSEMENT  TO  SCHOOLS 

(c)  Funds  apportioned  and  paid  to  any  State  for  the  purpose  of  this 
section  shall  be  disbursed  by  the  State  educational  agency  to  assist  schools, 
which  draw  attendance  from  areas  in  which  poor  economic  conditions 
exist  and  which  have  no,  or  grossly  inadequate,  equipment,  to  conduct  a 
school  food  service  program,  and  to  acquire  such  equipment.  In  the 
selection  of  schools  to  receive  assistance  under  this  section,  the  State 
educational  agency  shall  require  applicant  schools  to  provide  justification 
of  the  need  for  such  assistance  and  the  inability  of  the  school  to  finance 
the  food  service  equipment  needed.  Disbursements  to  any  school  may  be 
made,  by  advances  or  reimbursements,  only  after  approval  by  the  State 
educational  agency  of  a  request  by  the  school  for  funds,  accompanied  by 
a  detailed  description  of  the  equipment  to  be  acquired  and  the  plans  for 
the  use  thereof  in  effectively  meeting  the  nutritional  needs  of  children  in 
the  school. 

NONPROFIT  PRIVATE  SCHOOLS 

(d)  The  withholding  of  funds  for  and  disbursement  to  nonprofit 
private  schools  will  be  effected  in  accordance  with  section  10  of  the  National 
School  Lunch  Act,  as  amended,  exclusive  of  the  matching  provision 
thereof. 

PAYMENTS  TO  STATES 

Sec.  6.  The  Secretary  shall  certify  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury 
from  time  to  time  the  amounts  to  be  paid  to  any  State  under  sections 
3  through  7  of  this  Act  and  the  time  or  times  such  amounts  are  to  be  paid; 
and  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  shall  pay  to  the  State  at  the  time  or 
times  fixed  by  the  Secretary  the  amounts  so  certified. 

STATE  ADMINISTRATIVE  EXPENSES 

Sec.  7.  The  Secretary  may  utilize  funds  appropriated  under  this 
section  for  advances  to  each  State  educational  agency  for  use  for  its 
administrative  expenses  in  supervising  and  giving  technical  assistance 
to  the  local  school  districts  in  their  conducting  of  programs  under  this  Act. 
Such  funds  shall  be  advanced  only  in  amounts  and  to  the  extent  determined 
necessary  by  the  Secretary  to  assist  such  State  agencies  in  the  administra¬ 
tion  of  additional  activities  undertaken  by  them  under  section  11  of  the 
National  School  Lunch  Act,  as  amended,  and  sections  4  and  5  of  this 
Act.  There  are  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  such  sums  as  may  be 
necessary  for  the  purposes  of  this  section. 

UTILIZATION  OF  FOODS 

Sec.  8.  Each  school  participating  under  section  4  of  this  Act  shall, 
insofar  as  practicable,  utilize  in  its  program  foods  designated  from  time 
to  time  by  the  Secretary  as  being  in  abundance,  either  nationally  or  in 
the  school  area,  or  foods  donated  by  the  Secretary.  Foods  available  under 
section  416  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949  (63  Stat.  1058),  as  amended, 
or  purchased  under  section  32  of  the  Act  of  August  24,  1935  (49  Stat. 
774),  as  amended,  or  section  709  of  the  Food  and  Agriculture  Act  of  1965 
(79  Stat.  1212),  may  be  donated  by  the  Secretary  to  schools,  in  accordance 
with  the  needs  as  determined  by  local  school  authorities,  for  utilization  in 
their  feeding  programs  under  this  Act. 
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NONPROFIT  PROGRAMS 


Sec.  9.  The  food  and  milk  service  'programs  in  schools  and  nonprofit 
institutions  receiving  assistance  under  this  Act  shall  be  conducted  on  a 
nonprofit  basis. 

REGULATIONS 

Sec.  10.  The  Secretary  shall  prescribe  such  regulations  as  he  may 
deem  necessary  to  carry  out  this  Act. 

PROHIBITIONS 


Sec.  11.  (a)  In  carrying  out  the  provisions  of  sections  8  through  5  of 
this  Act,  neither  the  Secretary  nor  the  State  shall  impose  any  requirements 
with  respect  to  teaching  personnel,  curriculum,  instruction,  methods  of 
instruction,  and  materials  of  instruction. 

( b )  The  value  of  assistance  to  children  under  this  Act  shall  not  be 
considered  to  be  income  or  resources  for  any  purpose  under  any  Federal 
or  State  laws  including,  but  not  limited  to,  laws  relating  to  taxation, 
welfare,  and  public  assistance  programs.  Expenditures  of  funds  from 
State  and  local  sources  for  the  maintenance  of  food  programs  for  children 
shall  not  be  diminished  as  a  result  of  funds  received  under  this  Act. 


preschool  programs 

Sec.  12.  The  Secretary  may  extend  the  benefits  of  all  school  feeding 
programs  conducted  and  supervised  by  the  Department  of  Agriculture  to 
include  preschool  programs  operated  as  part  of  the  school  system. 


CENTRALIZATION  OF  ADMINISTRATION 


Sec.  13.  Authority  for  the  conduct  and  supervision  of  Federal  pro¬ 
grams  to  assist  schools  in  providing  food  service  programs  for  children  is 
assigned  to  the  Department  of  Agriculture.  To  the  extent  practicable, 
other  Federal  agencies  administering  programs  under  which  funds  are  to 
be  provided  to  schools  for  such  assistance  shall  transfer  such  funds  to  the 
Department  of  Agriculture  for  distribution  through  the  administrative 
channels  and  in  accordance  with  the  standards  established  under  this 
Act  and  the  National  School  Lunch  Act. 

Sec.  14-  There  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  for  any  fiscal 
year  such  sums  as  may  be  necessary  to  the  Secretary  for  his  adminis¬ 
trative  expense  under  this  Act. 


MISCELLANEOUS  PROVISIONS  AMD  DEFINITIONS 

Sec.  15.  For  the  purposes  of  this  Act — 

(a)  “State”  means  any  of  the  fifty  States,  the  District  of  Columbia,  the 
Commonwealth  of  Puerto  Pico,  the  Virgin  Islands,  Guam,  or  American 
Samoa. 

(b)  “State  educational  agency”  means,  as  the  State  legislature  may 
determine,  ( 1 )  the  chief  State  school  officer  ( such  as  the  State  superin¬ 
tendent  of  public  instruction,  commissioner  of  education,  or  similar 
officer) ,  or  ( 2 )  a  board  of  education  controlling  the  State  department  of 
education. 

(c)  “Nonprofit  private  school”  means  any  private  school  exempt  from 
income  tax  under  section  501(c)  (3)  of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  of  1954- 
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(d)  “School”  means  any  public  or  nonprofit  private  school  of  high 
school  grade  or  under ,  including  kindergarten  and  preschool  programs 
operated  by  such  school  and,  with  respect  to  Puerto  Rico,  shall  also 
include  nonprofit  child-care  centers  certified  as  such  by  the  Governor  of 
Puerto  Rico. 

(e)  “ Secretary ”  means  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

ACCOUNTS  AND  RECORDS 

Sec.  16.  States,  State  educational  agencies,  schools,  and  nonprofit 
institutions  participating  in  programs  under  this  Act  shall  keep  such 
accounts  and  records  as  may  be  necessary  to  enable  the  Secretary  to 
determine  whether  there  has  been  compliance  with  this  Act  and  the  regula¬ 
tions  hereunder.  Such  accounts  and  records  shall  at  all  times  be  available 
for  inspection  and  audit  by  representatives  of  the  Secretary  and  shalhbe 
preserved  for  such  period  of  time,  not  in  excess  of  three  years,  as  the 
Secretary  determines  is  necessary. 

And  the  House  agree  to  the  same. 

Harold  D.  Cooley, 

W.  R.  POAGE, 

E.  C.  Gathings, 

Harlan  Hagen, 

Graham  Purcell, 

Page  Belcher, 

Albert  H.  Quie, 

Catherine  May, 

Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  House. 
Allen  J.  Ellender, 

Spessard  L.  Holland, 
Herman  E.  Talmadge, 

B.  Everett  Jordan, 

George  McGovern, 

George  D.  Aiken, 

Milton  R.  Young, 

John  Sherman  Cooper, 
Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  Senate. 


STATEMENT  OF  MANAGERS  ON  THE  PART  OF  THE  HOUSE 


The  managers  on  the  part  of  the  House  at  the  conference  on  the 
disagreeing  votes  of  the  two  Houses  on  the  amendment  of  the  House 
to  the  bill  (S.  3467)  to  amend  the  National  School  Lunch  Act,  as 
amended,  to  strengthen  and  expand  food  service  programs  for  children, 
submit  the  following  statement  in  explanation  of  the  effect  of  the 
action  agreed  upon  by  the  conferees  and  recommended  in  the  accom¬ 
panying  conference  report. 

The  House  amendment  struck  out  all  after  the  enacting  clause  of 
S.  3467  and  substituted  the  language  of  H.R.  13361  to  establish  a 
cooperative  Federal-State  child  nutrition  program  under  the  direction 
of  the  Department  of  Agriculture,  as  passed  by  the  House. 

The  Senate  conferees  agreed  to  the  entire  House  amendment  with 
the  exception  of  two  provisions  which  were  added  to  the  House  bill 
on  the  floor.  The  first  provision  added  the  Trust  Territory  of  the 
Pacific  Islands  to  the  areas  covered  by  the  bill.  The  second  provision 
would  have  authorized  appropriations  to  extend  to  children  attending 
overseas  dependents  schools  administered  by  the  Department  of 
Defense  the  benefits  of  this  act  and  of  the  National  School  Lunch  Act. 

The  conferees  felt  that  the  administration  of  both  of  these  provisions 
would  be  extremely  difficult  and  also,  with  respect  to  the  extension 
of  feeding  programs  to  overseas  dependents  schools,  that  this  involved 
matters  of  substantive  legislation  and  policy  affecting  not  only  this 
act  but  the  National  School  Lunch  Act  and,  therefore,  should  be  the 
subject  of  separate  legislative  consideration. 


Harold  D.  Cooley, 

W.  R.  Poage, 

E.  C.  Gathings, 

Harlan  Hagen, 

Graham  Purcell, 

Page  Belcher, 

Albert  H.  Quie, 
Catherine  May, 
Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  House. 
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In 'April,  I  appeared  before  the  House 
Committee  on  Appropriations,  urging 
that  at  I^ast  $50,000  be  approved  to  begin 
prelimina'KY  construction  investigation  to 
permit  the  project  to  get  underway.  I  re¬ 
gret  that  funds  were  not  recommended. 
Knowing  of  the  opposition  of  the  House 
to  additional  increases  in  the  budget,  I 
have  not  pressed  the  issue  in  debate 
today. 

However,  because\of  the  urgent  need 
for  this  project,  the  ^Senate  may  follow 
the  action  taken  last  yhar  and  authorize 
money  to  permit  work  t\commence  this 
next  year  and  avdid  the  iSelay  of  a  full 
year  or  more  on  this  essential  develop¬ 
ment.  Should  this  occur,  I  Respectfully 
urge  the  conferees  to  accept  11  position 
which  would  permit  this  very  necessary 
project  to  move  ahead. 

As  a  matter  of  further  interest  to  the 
House  and  the  information  of  the  con¬ 
ferees,  I  am  including  in  the  RecorK a 
copy  of  my  statement  before  the  coi 
mittee. 

Statement  op  the  Honorable  George  V. 
Hansen,  Second  District,  Idaho,  Before 
the  House  Appropriations  Public  Works 
Subcommittee,  April  25,  1966 
Mr.  Chairman,  I  appreciate  the  opportunity 
of  again  appearing  before  this  Committee  to 
request  funds  for  a  start  on  the  Lower  Teton 
Dam,  Fremont  County,  Idaho.  I  would  like 
to  make  just  a  very  brief  statement  today 
and  then,  if  it  is  permissible,  to  include  as 
a  part  of  that  statement  the  statement  I 
made  before  this  Committee  last  year — a  copy 
of  which  has  been  furnished  to  the  Commit¬ 
tee  Members.  The  facts  have  not  changed — 
the  situation  has  not  changed — except  that 
another  year  has  gone  by  with  no  concrete 
prospects  of  relief  for  those  in  the  area  who 
are  hit  by  recurrent  flood  and  drought  cycles. 

The  statement  brings  out  these  salient 
facts — 

The  Fremont  Dam  is  a  multi-purpose 
development  designed  to  make  maximum  use 
of  available  water  resources  in  the  area.  It 
is  a  two-stage  project.  The  first  stage,  for 
which  we  are  asking  appropriations  now,, 
would  bring  no  new  land  under  irrigation. 
It  would,  however,  provide  urgently-needed 
supplemental  water  for  114,000  acres.  The 
project  would  also  provide  substantial  flood 
protection  to  a  highly  developed  area  in  the 
Upper  Snake  River  Basin  which  has  suffered 
severe  damage  from  floods  in  recent  years. 

Flood  and  drought  conditions  in  the  sa 
year  in  this  area  are  not  uncommon.  The 
seriousness  of  an  alternate  flood  and  drought 
cycle  was  vividly  illustrated  in  1961  and 
1962.  During  the  summer  of  1961,  Ftemont 
and  Madison  Counties  were  declare/' drought 
emergency  areas.  In  February-/1962,  ex¬ 
tremely  high  runoff  caused  record  floods  in 
Henry’s  Fork  and  Teton  Rive/  Valleys  and 
the  Snake  River  Plain.  Thus,  within  six 
months,  the  same  area  /was  declared  a 
drought  area  and  a  flood/disaster  area. 

May  I  point  out  to  t/e  Members  of  this 
Committee  that,  in  196/  Idaho  was  honored 
when  the  Chairmam/the  Gentleman  from 
Ohio,  and  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior,  the 
Honorable  Stewart' L.  Udall,  personally  in¬ 
spected  this  area/  At  that  time  both  ac¬ 
claimed  the  project  and  the  Secretary  stated 
that  plans  for  the  project  “likely  will  be 
pressed  in  ttfis  fiscal  year  beginning  July  1 
so  that  init/al  work  can  begin  in  1966”.  Fis¬ 
cal  1966,  >of  course,  has  passed  us  by  with 
no  funds  for  beginning  the  project. 

Secnftary  Udall  has  reaffirmed  his  support 
of  the  urgency  and  need  for  the  project  in 
a  letter  I  have  received  from  Robert  W.  Nel- 
Deputy  Assistant  Secretary,  which 
ates :  “In  reply  to  your  telegram  of  April  20, 
'the  need  for  Fremont  Dam  and  Reservoir  to 


provide  flood  control  and  supplemental  irri¬ 
gation  water  remains  unchanged  from  that 
defined  in  our  report  on  the  Lower  Teton 
Division,  Teton  Basin  Project,  Idaho,  which 
was  printed  as  House  Document  No.  208,  88th 
Congress.” 

In  that  document  there  is  a  letter,  signed 
by  Darlipgton  W.  Denit,  Acting  Commis¬ 
sioner,  Bureau  of  Reclamation,  which  was 
approved  and  adopted  by  Secretary  Udall. 
It  states,  in  part,  “I  conclude,  therefore,  that 
the  plans  of  development  outlined  in  this 
report  for  both  the  initial  stage  and  for  the 
ultimate  stage  of  the  lower  Teton  division  are 
feasible  and  economically  justified,  that 
there  now  exists  an  urgent  need  for  supple¬ 
mental  water  supplies  to  presently  irrigated 
lands  and  for  flood  protection,  and  that 
power  and  recreation  benefits  can  be  realized 
by  construction  of  the  initial  stage,  lower 
Teton  division,  Teton  Basin  project.”  (Italic 
added.) 

Additionally,  the  Lower  Teton  Dam  en¬ 
joys  complete  and  unanimous  bi-partisan 
support  by  all  individuals  and  groups  con¬ 
cerned  and  Joint  Memorials  to  the  Congress 
urging  its  funding  have  been  passed  unani¬ 
mously  by  both  houses  of  the  Idaho  State 
legislature. 

Last  year,  Mr.  Chairman,  the  Senate  ap-y 
proved  an  appropriation  of  $300,000  for  t: 
project,  the  amount  Floyd  E.  Dominy,  C 
missioner  of  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation/had 
said  would  be  used  the  first  year.  However, 
Mr.  Dominy  informed  me  that  as  l/ttle  as 
$50,000  cfcmld  be  used  initially  in/contract 
negotiations  to  save  up  to  a  year/  valuable 
time  in  the  intimate  completioiyof  this  vital 
project. 

I  realize  thafcsthe  amount  of  money  avail¬ 
able  under  the 'budget  for/1967  is  limited, 
and  that  there  aresmany  c/fls  upon  it.  How¬ 
ever,  I  believe  a  compromise  might  be  made — 
through  approving  \a/propriation  of  the 
above-mentioned  $50.000 — which  would  have 
a  relatively  minute  affect  on  the  budget,  and 
which  would  allow/Time -consuming  negotia¬ 
tions  on  contracts  to  get  underway  immedi¬ 
ately. 

Mr.  Chairm/n,  that  ends  m\  formal  state¬ 
ment.  If  the  Chairman  or  tne  Committee 
Members  have  questions,  I  shall  pe  happy  to 
answer  them. 


CHILD  NUTRITION 

Mr.  COOLEY  submitted  the  following 
.conference  report  and  statement  on  the 
Jill  (S.  3467)  to  amend  the  National 
School  Lunch  Act,  as  amended,  to 
strengthen  and  expand  food  service  pro¬ 
grams  for  children: 

Conference  Report  (H.  Rept.  No.  2063) 

The  oommittee  of  conference  on  the  dis¬ 
agreeing  votes  of  the  two  Houses  on  the 
amendment  of  the  House  to  the  bill  (S.  3467) 
to  amend  the  National  School  Lunch  Act,  as 
amended,  to  strengthen  and  expand  food 
service  programs  for  children,  having  met, 
after  full  and  free  conference,  have  agreed 
to  recommend  and  do  recommend  to  their 
respective  Houses  as  follows: 

That  the  Senate  recede  from  its  disagree¬ 
ment  to  the  amendment  of  the  House  and 
agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment  as 
follows :  In  lieu  of  the  matter  proposed  to  be 
inserted  by  the  House  amendment  insert  the 
following: 

“That  this  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  ‘Child 
Nutrition  Act  of  1966’. 

"declaration  of  purpose 

“Sec.  2.  In  recognition  of  the  demonstrated 
relationship  between  food  and  good  nutri¬ 
tion  and  the  capacity  of  children  to  develop 
and  learn,  based  on  the  years  of  cumulative 
successful  experience  under  the  national 
lunch  program  with  its  significant  contribu¬ 
tions  in  the  field  of  applied  nutrition  re- 
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search,  it  is  hereby  declared  to  be  the  policy 
of  Congress  that  these  efforts  shall  be  ex¬ 
tended,  expanded,  and  strengthened  under 
the  authority  of  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
as  a  measure  to  safeguard  the  health  and 
well-being  of  the  Nation’s  children,  and  to 
encourage  the  domestic  consumption  of 
agricultural  and  other  foods,  by  assisting 
States  through  grants-in-aid  and  other 
means,  to  meet  more  effectively  the  nutri¬ 
tional  needs  of  our  children. 

“SPECIAL  MILK  PROGRAM  AUTHORIZATION 

“Sec.  3.  There  is  hereby  authorized  to  be 
appropriate^  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June 
30,  1967,  not  to  exceed  $110,000,000;  for  the 
fisoal  year  ending  June  30,  1968,  not  to  ex¬ 
ceed  $115,000,000;  and  for  each  of  the  two 
succeeding  fiscal  years  not  to  exceed  $120,- 
000,000,  to  enable  the  Secretary  of  Agricul¬ 
ture,  under  such  rules  and  regulations  as  he 
may  deem  in  the  public  interest,  to  encour¬ 
age  consumption  of  fluid  milk  by  children  in 
the  United  States  in  (1)  nonprofit  schools  of 
high  school  grade  and  under,  and  (2)  non¬ 
profit  nursery  schools,  child-care  centers, 
settlement  houses,  summer  camps,  and  simi¬ 
lar  nonprofit  institutions  devoted  to  the  care 
and  training  of  children.  For  the  purposes  of 
^this  section  ‘United  States’  means  the  fifty 
States  and  the  District  of  Columbia.  The 
Secretary  shall  administer  the  special  milk 
program  provided  for  by  this  section  to  the 
maximum  extent  practicable  in  the  same 
manner  as  he  administered  the  special  milk 
program  provided  for  by  Public  Law  85—478, 
as  amended,  during  the  fiscal  year  ended 
June  30,  1966. 

“SCHOOL  BREAKFAST  PROGRAM  AUTHORIZATION 

“Sec.  4  (a)  There  is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  for  the  fiscal  year  ending 
June  30,  1967,  not  to  exceed  $7,500,000;  and 
for  the  fiscal  year  ending*  June  30,  1968,  not 
to  exceed  $10,000,000,  to  enable  the  Secretary 
to  formulate  and  carry  out,  on  a  nonparti¬ 
san  basis,  a  pilot  program  to  assist  States 
through  grants-in-aid  and  other  means,  to 
initiate,  maintain,  or  expand  nonprofit 
breakfast  programs  in  schools. 

“APPORTIONMENT  TO  STATES 

“(b)  Of  the  funds  appropriated  for  the 
purposes  of  this  section,  the  Secretary  shall 
for  each  fiscal  year,  (1)  apportion  $2,600,000 
equally  among  the  States  other  than  Guam, 
the  Virgin  Islands,  and  American  Samoa,  and 
$45,000  equally  among  Guam,  the  Virgin 
Islands,  and  American  Samoa,  and  (2)  ap¬ 
portion  the  remainder  among  the  States  in 
accordance  with  the  apportionment  formula 
contained  in  section  4  of  the  National  School 
Lunch  Act,  as  amended. 

“STATE  DISBURSEMENT  TO  SCHOOLS 

“(c)  Founds  apportioned  and  paid  to  any 
State  for  the  purpose  of  this  section  shall  be 
disbursed  by  the  State  educational  agency  to 
schools  selected  by  the  State  educational 
agency,  to  reimburse  such  schools  for  the 
cost  of  obtaining  agricultural  and  other  foods 
for  consumption  by  needy  children  in  a 
breakfast  program  and  for  the  purpose  of 
subsection  (d) .  Such  food  costs  may  include, 
in  addition  to  the  purchase  price,  the  cost  of 
processing,  distributing,  transporting,  stor¬ 
ing,  and  handling.  Disbursement  to  schools 
shall  be  made  at  such  rates  per  meal  or  on 
such  other  basis  as  the  Secretary  shall  pre¬ 
scribe.  In  selecting  schools,  the  State  educa¬ 
tional  agency  shall,  to  the  extent  practicable, 
give  first  consideration  to  those  schools 
drawing  attendance  from  areas  in  which  poor 
economic  conditions  exist  and  to  those 
schools  to  which  a  substantial  proportion  of 
the  children  enrolled  must  travel  long  dis¬ 
tances  daily. 

“(d)  In  circumstances  of  severe  need 
where  the  rate  per  meal  established  by  the 
Secretary  is  deemed  by  him  Insufficient  to 
carry  on  an  effective  breakfast  program  in  a 
school,  the  Secretary  may  authorize  financial 


22482 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  HOUSE 


September  21,  1966 


assistance  up  to  80  per  centum  of  the  op¬ 
erating  costs  of  such  a  program,  including 
cost  of  obtaining,  preparing,  and  serving 
food.  In  the  selection  of  schools  to  receive 
assistance  tinder  this  section,  the  State  edu¬ 
cational  agency  shall  require  applicant 
schools  to  provide  justification  of  the  need 
for  such  assistance. 

“nutritional  and  other  program 
REQUIREMENTS 

“(e)  Breakfast  served  by  schools  partici¬ 
pating  in  the  school  breakfast  program  under 
this  section  shall  consist  of  a  combination  of 
foods  and  shall  meet  minimum  nutritional 
requirements  prescribed  by  the  Secretary 
on  the  basis  of  tested  nutritional  research. 
Such  breakfasts  shall  be  served  without  cost 
or  at  a  reduced  cost  only  to  children  who  are 
determined  by  local  school  authorities  to  be 
unable  to  pay  the  full  cost  of  the  breakfast. 
In  making  such  determinations,  such  local 
authorities  should,  to  the  extent  practicable, 
consult  with  public  welfare  and  health  agen¬ 
cies.  No  physical  segregation  of  or  other 
discrimination  against  any  child  shall  be 
made  by  the  school  because  of  his  inability 
to  pay. 

“NONPROFIT  PRIVATE  SCHOOLS 

“(f)  The  withholding  of  funds  for  and 
disbursement  to  nonprofit  private  schools 
will  be  effected  in  accordance  with  section 
10  of  the  National  School  Lunch  Act,  as 
amended,  exclusive  of  the  matching  provi¬ 
sions  thereof. 

“NONFOOD  ASSISTANCE  PROGRAM  AUTHORIZATION 

"Sec.  5.  (a)  There  is  hereby  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  for  the  fiscal  year  ending 
June  30,  1967,  not  to  exceed  $12,000,000,  for 
the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1968,  not  to 
exceed  $15,000,000,  for  each  of  the  two  fiscal 
years  ending  June  30,  1969,  and  June  30,  1970, 
not  to  exceed  $18,000,000,  and  for  each  fiscal 
year  thereafter  such  sums  as  the  Congress 
may  hereafter  authorize,  to  enable  the  Sec¬ 
retary  to  formulate  and  carry  out  a  program 
to  assist  the  States  through  grants-in-aid 
and  other  means  to  supply  schools  drawing 
attendance  from  areas  in  which  poor  eco¬ 
nomic  conditions  exist  with  equipment,  other 
than  land  or  buildings,  for  the  storage, 
preparation,  transportation,  and  serving  of 
food  to  enable  such  schools  to  establish, 
maintain,  and  expand  school  food  service 
programs.  In  the  case  of  nonprofit  private 
schools,  such  equipment  shall  be  for  use  of 
such  schools  principally  in  connection  with 
child  feeding  programs  authorized  in  this 
Act  and  in  the  National  School  Lunch  Act, 
as  amended,  and  in  the  event  such  equip¬ 
ment  is  no  longer  so  used,  that  part  of  such 
equipment  financed  with  Federal  funds,  or 
the  residual  value  thereof,  shall  revert  to  the 
United  States. 

“APPORTIONMENTS  TO  STATES 

"(b)  The  Secretary  shall  apportion  the 
funds  appropriated  for  the  purposes  of  this 
section  among  the  States  during  each  fiscal 
year  on  the  same  basis  as  apportionments 
are  made  under  section  4  of  the  National 
School  Lunch  Act,  as  amended,  for  supply¬ 
ing  agricultural  and  other  foods,  except 
that  apportionment  to  American  Samoa  for 
any  fiscal  year  shall  be  on  the  same  basis 
as  the  apportionment  to  the  other  States. 
Payments  to  any  State  of  funds  apportioned 
for  any  fiscal  year  shall  be  made  upon  con¬ 
dition  that  at  least  one-fourth  of  the  cost 
of  any  equipment  financed  under  this  sub¬ 
section  shall  be  borne  by  State  or  local 
funds. 

“STATE  DISBURSEMENT  TO  SCHOOLS 

“(c)  Funds  apportioned  and  paid  to  any 
State  for  the  purpose  of  this  section  shall 
be  disbursed  by  the  State  educational 
agency  to  assist  schools,  which  draw  attend¬ 
ance  from  areas  in  which  poor  economic 
conditions  exist  and  which  have,  no,  or 
grossly  inadequate,  equipment,  to  conduct 


a  school  food  service  program,  and  to  acquire 
such  equipment.  In  the  selection  of  schools 
to  receive  assistance  under  this  section,  the 
State  educational  agency  shall  require  ap¬ 
plicant  schools  to  provide  Justification  of 
the  need  for  such  assistance  and  the  in¬ 
ability  of  the  school  to  finance  the  food 
service  equipment  needed.  Disbursements 
to  any  school  may  be  made,  by  advances  or 
reimbursements,  only  after  approval  by  the 
State  educational  agency  of  a  request  by  the 
school  for  funds,  accompanied  by  a  detailed 
description  of  the  equipment  to  be  acquired 
and  the  plans  for  the  use  thereof  in  ef¬ 
fectively  meeting  the  nutritional  needs  of 
children  in  the  school. 

“nonprofit  private  schools 

“(d)  The  withholding  of  funds  for  and 
disbursement  to  nonprofit  private  schools 
will  be  effected  in  accordance  with  section 
10  of  the  National  School  Lunch  Act,  as 
amended,  exclusive  of  the  matching  pro¬ 
vision  thereof. 

“PAYMENTS  TO  STATES 

“Sec.  6.  The  Secretary  shall  certify  to  the 
Secretary  of  the  Treasury ‘from  time  to  time 
the  amounts  to  be  paid  to  any  State  under 
sections  3  through  7  of  this  Act  and  the 
time  or  times  such  amounts  are  to  be  paid; 
and  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  shall  pay 
to  the  State  at  the  time  or  times  fixed  by  the 
Secretary  the  amounts  so  certified. 

“STATE  ADMINISTRATIVE  EXPENSES 

“Sec.  7.  The  Secretary  may  utilize  funds 
appropriated  under  this  section  for  advances 
to  each  State  educational  agency  for  use 
for  its  administrative  expenses  in  super¬ 
vising  and  giving  technical  assistance  to 
the  local  school  districts  in  their  conducting 
of  programs  under  this  Act.  Such  funds 
shall  be  advanced  only  in  amounts  and  to 
the  extent  determined  necessary  by  the  Sec¬ 
retary  to  assist  such  State  agencies  in  the 
administration  of  additional  activities  un¬ 
dertaken  by  them  under  section  11  of  the 
National  School  Lunch  Act,  as  amended, 
and  sections  4  and  5  of  this  Act.  There  are 
hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  such 
sums  as  may  be  necessary  for  the  purposes 
of  this  section. 

"UTILIZATION  OF  FOODS 

“Sec.  8.  Each  school  participating  under 
section  4  of  this  Act  shall,  insofar  as  prac¬ 
ticable,  utilize  in  its  program  foods  desig¬ 
nated  from  time  to  time  by  the  Secretary  as 
being  in  abundance,  either  nationally  or  in 
the  school  area,  or  foods  donated  by  the  Sec¬ 
retary.  Foods  available  under  section  416  or 
the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949  (63  Stat.  1058), 
as  amended,  or  purchased  under  section  32 
of  the  Act  of  August  24,  1935  (49  Stat.  774) , 
as  amended,  or  section  709  of  the  Food  and 
Agriculture  Act  by  1966  (79  Stat.  1212), 
may  be  donated  by  the  Secretary  to  schools 
in  accordance  with  the  needs  as  determined 
by  local  school  authorities,  for  utilization  in 
their  feeding  programs  under  this  Act. 

“nonprofit  programs 

“Sec.  9.  The  food  and  milk  service  programs 
in  schools  and  nonprofit  institutions  receiv¬ 
ing  assistance  under  this  Act  shall  be  con¬ 
ducted  on  a  nonprofit  basis. 

"regulations 

“Sec.  10.  The  Secretary  shall  prescribe  such 
regulations  as  he  may  deem  necessary  to 
carry  out  this  Act. 

"prohibitions 

“Sec.  11.  (a)  In  carrying  out  the  provisions 
of  sections  3  through  5  of  this  Act,  neither 
the  Secretary  nor  the  State  shall  impose  any 
requirement  with  respect  to  teaching  per¬ 
sonnel,  curriculum,  instruction  methods  of 
instruction,  and  materials  of  instruction. 

“(b)  The  value  of  assistance  to  children 
under  this  Act  shall  not  be  considered  to  be 
income  or  resources  for  any  purpose  under 
any  Federal  or  State  laws  including,  but  not 
limited  to,  laws  relating  to  taxation,  welfare. 


and  public  assistance  programs.  Expendi¬ 
tures  of  funds  from  State  and  local  sources 
for  the  maintenance  of  food  programs  for 
children  shall  not  be  diminished  as  a  result 
of  funds  received  under  this  Act. 

“preschool  programs 

“Sec.  12.  The  Secretary  may  extend  the 
benefits  of  all  school  feeding  programs  con¬ 
ducted  and  supervised  by  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  to  include  preschool  programs 
operated  as  part  of  the  school  system. 

“centralization  of  administration 

“Sec.  13.  Authority  for  the  conduct  and 
supervision  of  Federal  programs  to  assist 
schools  in  providing  food  service  programs 
for  children  is  assigned  to  the  Department 
of  Agriculture.  To  the  extent  practicable, 
other  Federal  agencies  administering  pro¬ 
grams  under  which  funds  are  to  be  provided 
to  schools  for  such  assistance  shall  trans¬ 
fer  such  funds  to  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture  for  distribution  through  the  ad¬ 
ministrative  channels  and  in  accordance 
with  the  standards  established  under  this 
Act  and  the  National  School  Lunch  Act. 

“Sec.  14.  There  is  hereby  authorized  to  be 
appropriated  for  any  fiscal  year  such  sums 
as  may  be  necessary  to  the  Secretary  for  his 
administrative  expense  under  this  Act. 

“MISCELLANEOUS  PROVISIONS  AND  DEFINITIONS 

"Sec.  15.  For  the  purposes  of  this  Act — 

“(a)  ‘State’  means  any  of  the  fifty  States, 
the  District  of  Columbia,  the  Commonwealth 
of  Puerto  Rico,  the  Virgin  Islands,  Guam,  or 
American  Samoa. 

“(b)  ‘State  educational  agency1  means,  as 
the  State  legislature  may  determine,  (1)  the 
chief  State  school  officer  (such  as  the  State 
superintendent  of  public  instruction,  com¬ 
missioner  of  education,  or  similar  officer), 
or  (2)  a  board  of  education  controlling  the 
State  department  of  education. 

“(c)  ‘Nonprofit  private  school’  means  any 
private  school  exempt  from  income  tax  under 
section  501(c)(3)  of  the  Internal  Revenue 
Code  of  1954. 

“(d)  ‘School’  means  any  public  or  non¬ 
profit  private  school  of  high  school  grade 
or  under,  including  kindergarten  and  pre¬ 
school  programs  operated  by  such  school  and, 
with  respect  to  Puerto  Rico,  shall  also  in¬ 
clude  nonprofit  child -care  centers  certified 
as  such  by  the  Governor  of  Puerto  Rico. 

“(e)  ‘Secretary’  means  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture. 

“ACCOUNTS  AND  RECORDS 

“Sec.  16.  States,  State  educational  agen- 
-cies,  schools,  and  nonprofit  institutions  par¬ 
ticipating  in  programs  under  this  Act  shall 
keep  such  accounts  and  records  as  may  be 
necessary  to  enable  the  Secretary  to  de¬ 
termine  whether  there  has  been  compliance 
with  this  Act  and  the  regulations  hereunder. 
Such  accounts  and  records  shall  at  all  times 
be  available  for  inspection  and  audit  by  rep¬ 
resentatives  of  the  Secretary  and  shall  be 
preserved  for  such  period  of  time,  not  in 
excess  of  three  years,  as  the  Secretary  de¬ 
termines  is  necessary.” 

And  the  House  agree  to  the  same. 

Harold  D.  Cooley, 

W.  R.  Poage, 

E.  C.  Gathings, 

Harlan  Hagen, 

Graham  Purcell, 

Page  Belcher, 

Albert  H.  Quie, 

Catherine  May, 

Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  House. 
Allen  J.  Ellender, 

Spessard  L.  Holland, 

Herman  E.  Talmadge, 

B.  Everett  Jordan, 

George  McGovern, 

George  D.  Aiken, 

Melton  R.  Young, 

John  Sherman  Cooper,  • 

Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  Senate. 
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The  managers  on  the  part  of  the  House  at 
the  conference  on  the  disagreeing  votes  of 
the  two  Houses  on  the  amendment  of  the 
House  to  the  bill  (S.  3467)  to  amend  the  Na¬ 
tional  School  Lunch  Act,  as  amended,  to 
strengthen  and  expand  food  service  programs 
for  children,  submit  the  following  statement 
in  explanation  of  the  effect  of  the  action 
agreed  upon  by  the  conferees  and  recom¬ 
mended  in  the  accompanying  conference  re¬ 
port. 

The  House  amendment  struck  out  all  after 
the  enacting  clause  of  S.  3467  and  substituted 
the  language  of  H.R.  13361  to  establish  a  co¬ 
operative  Federal-State  child  nutrition  pro¬ 
gram  under  the  direction  of  the  Department 
of  Agriculture,  as  passed  by  the  House. 

The  Senate  conferees  agreed  to  the  entire 
House  amendment  with  the  exception  of  two 
provisions  which  were  added  to  the  House 
bill  on  the  floor.  The  first  provision  added 
the  Trust  Territory  of  the  Pacific  Islands  to 
the  areas  covered  by  the  bill.  The  second 
provision  would  have  authorized  appropria¬ 
tions  to  extend  to  children  attending  overseas 
dependents  schools  administered  by  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Defense  the  benefits  of  this  Act 
and  of  the  National  School  Lunch  Act. 

The  conferees  felt  that  the  administration 
of  both  of  these  provisions  would  be  ex¬ 
tremely  difficult  and  also,  with  respect  to  the 
^  extension  of  feeding  programs  to  overseas  de¬ 
pendents  schools,  that  this  involved  matters 
of  substantive  legislation  and  policy  affect¬ 
ing  not  only  this  Act  but  the  National  School 
Lunch  Act  and,  therefore,  should  be  the  sub¬ 
ject  of  separate  legislative  consideration. 

Harold  D.  Cooley, 

W.  R.  Poage, 

E.  C.  Gathings, 

Harlan  Hagen, 

Graham  Purcell, 

Page  Belcher, 

Albert  H.  Quie, 

Catherine  May, 

Managers  on  the  Part  of  House. 


MILITARY  MEDICAL  BENEFITS 
AMENDMENTS  OF  1966 

Mr.  RIVERS  of  South  Carolina  sub¬ 
mitted  the  following  conference  report 
and  statement  on  the  bill  (H.R.  14088) 
to  amend  chapter  55  of  title  10,  United 
States  Code,  to  authorize  an  improved 
health  benefits  program  for  retired 
p  members  and  members  of  the  uniformed 
services  and  their  dependents,  and  for 
other  purposes: 

Conference  Report  (H.  Rept.  No.  2064V 

The  committee  of  conference  on  the/dis¬ 
agreeing  votes  of  the  two  Houses  on  the 
amendment  of  the  Senate  to  the  bill  (H.R. 
14088)  to  amend  chapter  55  of /title  10, 
United  States  Code,  to  authorise  an  im¬ 
proved  health  benefits  program/  for  retired 
members  and  members  of  Die  uniformed 
services  and  their  dependent?:  and  for  other 
purposes,  having  met,  aft/r  full  and  free 
conference,  have  agreed  to  recommend  and 
do  recommend  to  their  ^respective  Houses  as 
follows : 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagree¬ 
ment  to  the  amendment  of  the  Senate  to 
the  text  of  the  bin  and  agree  to  the  same 
with  an  amendnfent  as  follows:  In  lieu  of 
the  matter  proposed  to  be  inserted  by  the 
Senate  amendment  insert  the  following: 

“That  this' Act  may  be  cited  as  the  ‘Mili¬ 
tary  Mediciu  Benefits  Amendments  of  1966’. 

“Sec.  y  Chapter  55  of  title  10,  United 
States  Code,  is  amended  as  follows : 

“(1/  Sections  1071,  1072,  1073,  and  1084 
are  .each  amended  by  striking  out  ‘1085’" 
wherever  it  appears  (in  catchline  or  text) 
id  by  inserting  in  place  thereof  ‘1087’. 
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“(2)  Section  1074(b)  Is  amended  to  read 
as  follows : 

“‘(b)  Under  joint  regulations  to  be  pre¬ 
scribed  by  the  Secretary  of  Defense  and  the 
Secretary  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare, 
a  member  or  former  member  of  a  uniformed 
service  who  is  entitled  to  retired  or  retainer 
pay,  or  equivalent  pay  may,  upon  request, 
be  given  medical  and  dental  care  in  any 
facility  of  any  uniformed  service,  subject 
to  the  availability  of  space  and  facilities  and 
the  capabilities  of  the  medical  and  dental 
staff.  The  Secretary  of  Defense  and  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare 
may,  with  the  agreement  of  the  Adminis¬ 
trator  of  Veterans’  Affairs,  provide  care  to 
persons  covered  by  this  subsection  in  facili¬ 
ties  operated  by  the  Administrator  and 
determined  by  him  to  be  available  for  this 
purpose  on  a  reimbursable  basis  at  rates 
approved  by  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget.’ 

“(3)  Section  1076(b)  is  amended  to  read 
as  follows: 

“‘(b)  Under  joint  regulations  to  be  pre¬ 
scribed  by  the  Secretary  of  Defense  and  the 
Secretary  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare, 
a  dependent  of  a  member  or  former  member 
who  is,  or  was  at  the  time  of  his  death,  en- 
Itled  to  retired  or  retainer  pay,  or  equivalent 
y,  may,  upon  request,  be  given  the  medical 
arid  dental  care  prescribed  by  section  1077  ofy 
this\title  in  facilities  of  the  uniformed  serv? 
ices,  Subject  to  the  availability  of  space  and 
facilities  and  the  capabilities  of  the  medical 
and  deiAal  staff.’ 

“(4)  Section  1077  is  amended  to  /6ad  as 
follows : 

‘“§  1077.  Meckcal  care  for  dependents;  au¬ 
thorized  care  in  facilities  of  uni¬ 
formed  services 

“‘(a)  Only  the\f ollowing /6ypes  of  health 
care  may  be  provided  unt^r  section  1076  of 
this  title: 

“‘(1)  Hospitalizations 

“‘(2)  Outpatient  c§ 

“‘(3)  Drugs. 

“  ‘(4)  Treatmentj/of  mescal  and  surgical 
conditions. 

“‘(5)  Treatm/nt  of  nervod^,  mental,  and 
chronic  condittons. 

“  ‘(6)  Treatment  of  contagiou^diseases. 

“  ‘(7  )  Physical  examinations,  including  eye 
examinations,  and  immunizations. 

“  ‘(8)  /Maternity  and  infant  care. 

“  ‘(9/  Diagnostic  tests  and  services,  includ¬ 
ing  laboratory  and  X-ray  examinations.' 

“/( 10 )  Emergency  dental  care  worldwide. 

(11)  Routine  dental  care  outside  the 
riited  States  and  at  stations  in  the  Unitec 
’States  where  adequate  civilian  facilities  are 
unavailable. 

“‘(12)  Dental  care  worldwide  as  a  neces¬ 
sary  adjunct  of  medical,  surgical,  or  pre¬ 
ventive  treatment. 

“‘(13)  Ambulance  service  and  home  calls 
when  medically  necessary. 

“  ‘(14)  Durable  equipment,  such  as  wheel¬ 
chairs,  iron  lungs,  and  hospital  beds  may  be 
provided  on  a  loan  basis. 

“‘(b)  The  following  types  of  health  care 
may  not  be  provided  under  section  1076  of 
this  title: 

“  ‘  ( 1 )  Domiciliary  or  custodial  care. 

“‘(2)  Prosthetic  devices,  hearing  aids,  or¬ 
thopedic  footwear,  and  spectacles  except 
that — 

“‘(A)  outside  the  United  States  and  at 
stations  inside  the  United  States  where  ade¬ 
quate  civilian  facilities  are  unavailable,  such 
items  may  be  sold  to  dependents  at  cost  to 
the  United  States,  and 

“‘(B)  artificial  limbs  and  artificial  eyes 
may  be  provided.’ 

“(5)  Section  1078(a)  is  amended  by  delet¬ 
ing  the  last  sentence  and  adding  the  follow¬ 
ing  sentence  at  the  end  thereof :  ‘The  charge 
or  charges  prescribed  shall  be  applied  equally 
to  all  classes  of  dependents.’ 


“(6)  Section  1079  Is  amended  to  read  as 
follows : 

“  ‘(a)  To  assure  that  medical  care  is  avail¬ 
able  for  spouses  and  children  of  members  of 
the  uniformed  services  who  are  on  active 
duty  for  a  period  of  more  than  thirty  days, 
the  Secretary  of  Defense,  after  consulting 
with  the  Secretary  of  Health,  Education,  and 
Welfare,  shall  contract,  under  the  authority 
of  this  section,  for  medical  care  for  those 
persons  under  such  insurance,  medical  serv¬ 
ice,  or  health  plans  as  he  considers  appropri¬ 
ate.  The  types  of  health  care  authorized  un¬ 
der  this  section  shall  bq-'the  same  as  those 
provided  under  section, 1076  of  this  title,  ex¬ 
cept  that : 

“‘(1)  with  respept  to  dental  care,  only 
that  care  required /as  a  necessary  adjunct  to 
medical  or  surgical  treatment  may  be  pro¬ 
vided;  / 

“‘(2)  routine  physical  examinations  and 
immunizations  may  only  be  provided  when 
required  irr  the  case  of  dependents  who  are 
traveling^/butside  the  United  States  as  a  re¬ 
sult  of  jt  member’s  duty  assignment  and  such 
travel /Is  being  performed  under  orders  is- 
sued/ny  a  uniformed  service; 

'r (3)  routine  care  of  the  newborn,  well- 
bftby  care,  and  eye  examinations  may  not  be 
/provided; 

“‘(4)  under  joint  regulations  to  be  pre¬ 
scribed  by  the  Secretary  of  Defense  and  the 
Secretary  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare, 
the  services  of  Christian  Science  practition¬ 
ers  and  nurses  and  services  obtained  in 
Christian  Science  sanatoriums  may  be  pro¬ 
vided; 

“‘(5)  durable  equipment,  such  as  wheel¬ 
chairs,  iron  lungs  and  hospital  beds  may  be 
provided  on  a  rental  basis. 

“‘(b)  Plans  covered  by  subsection  (a) 
shall  include  provisions  for  payment  by  the 
patient  of  the  following  amounts: 

“  ‘(1)  $25  for  each  admission  to  a  hospital, 
or  the  amount  the  patient  would  have  been 
charged  under  section  1078(a)  of  this  title 
had  the  care  being  paid  for  been  obtained  in 
a  hospital  of  the  uniformed  services,  which¬ 
ever  amount  is  the  greater. 

“  ‘(2)  Except  as  provided  in  clause  (3) ,  the 
first  $50  each  fiscal  year  of  the  charges  for  all 
types  of  care  authorized  by  subsection  (a) 
and  received  while  in  an  outpatient  status 
and  20  per  centum  of  all  subsequent  charges 
for  such  care  during  a  fiscal  year. 

“  ‘(3)  A  family  group  of  two  or  more  per¬ 
sons  covered  by  this  section  shall  not  be  re¬ 
quired  to  pay  collectively  more  than  the  first 
$100  each  fiscal  year  of  the  charges  for  all 
types  of  care  authorized  by  subsection  (a) 
v^and  received  while  in  an  outpatient  status 
id  20  per  centum  of  the  additional  charges 
fo\such  care  during  a  fiscal  year. 

L(c)  The  methods  for  making  payment 
undrix  subsection  (b)  shall  be  prescribed 
under  Moint  regulations  issued  by  the  Sec¬ 
retary  Defense  and  the  Secretary  of 
Health,  Education,  and  Welfare. 

“  ‘(d)  Under  joint  regulations  to  be  pre¬ 
scribed  by  the  Secretary  of  Defense  and  the 
Secretary  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare, 
in  the  case  of  aSdependent,  as  defined  in  sec¬ 
tion  1072(2)  (A\  (C),  or  (E)  of  this  title, 
of  a  member  of  the  uniformed  services  on 
active  duty  for  a  period  of  more  than  thirty 
days,  who  is  moderately  or  severely  mentally 
retarded  or  who  has  a  serious  physical  handi¬ 
cap,  the  plans  covered\by  subsection  (a) 
shall,  with  respect  to  Che  retardation  or 
handicap  of  such  dependent,  include  the 
following: 

‘‘‘(1)  Diagnosis. 

“‘(2)  Inpatient,  outpatient,\and  home 
treatment. 

““(!?)  Training,  rehabilitation,  ad<J  special 
education. 

“  ‘(4)  Institutional  care  In  private\non- 
profit,  public  and  State  institutions  \md 
facilities  and,  when  appropriate,  transpor 
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tlon  to  and  from  such  Institutions  and 
facilities. 

(e)  Members  shall  be  required  to  share 
in  the  cost  of  any  benefits  provided  their 
dependents  under  subsection  (d) . 

'“(1)  'Except  as  provided  in  clause  (3), 
members  \n  the  lowest  enlisted  pay  grade 
shall  be  required  to  pay  the  first  $25  incurred 
each  monthVnd  members  in  the  highest 
commissioned 'pay  grade  shall  similarly  be 
required  to  pW  $250  per  month.  The 
amounts  to  be  similarly  paid  by  members  in 
all  other  pay  graces  shall  be  determined 
under  joint  regulations  to  be  prescribed  by 
the  Secretary  of  Defease  and  the  Secretary 
of  Health,  Education,  add  Welfare. 

“‘(2)  Except  as  provided  in  clause  (4), 
the  Government’s  share  ol  the  cost  of  any 
benefits  provided  in  a  particular  case  under 
subsection  (d)  shall  not  exceed  $350  per 
month. 

“'(3)  Members  shall  also  beVequired  to 
pay  each  month  that  amount,  rl  any,  re¬ 
maining  after  the  Government’s  nyaximum 
6hare  has  been  reached. 

“  ‘(4)  A  member  who  has  more  thain  one 
dependent  incurring  expenses  in  a  given 
month  under  a  plan  covered  by  subsection 
(d)  shall  not  be  required  to  pay  an  amour 
greater  than  he  would  be  required  to  pay 
he  had  but  one  such  dependent. 

“‘(f)  To  qualify  for  the  benefits  provided 
by  subsection  (d),  members  shall  be  required 
to  use  public  facilities  to  the  extent  they 
are  available  and  adequate  as  determined 
under  joint  regulations  of  the  Secretary  of 
Defense  and  the  Secretary  of  Health,  Educa¬ 
tion,  and  Welfare.’ 

“(7)  The  following  new  sections  are  added 
after  section  1085 : 

“‘§  1086.  Contracts  for  health  benefits  for 
certain  members,  former  mem¬ 
bers,  and  their  dependents 

‘‘‘(a)  To  assure  that  health  benefits  are 
available  for  the  persons  covered  by  subsec¬ 
tion  (c),  the  Secretary  of  Defense,  after  con¬ 
sulting  with  the  Secretary  of  Health,  Educa¬ 
tion,  and  Welfare,  shall  contract  under  the 
authority  of  this  section  for  health  benefits 
for  those  persons  under  the  same  insurance, 
medical  service,  or  health  plans  he  contracts 
for  under  section  1079(a)  of  this  title. 

“‘(b)  For  persons  covered  by  this  section 
the  plans  contracted  for  under  section  1079 
(a)  of  this  title  shall  contain  the  following 
provisions  for  payment  by  the  patient: 

“  ‘(1)  Except  as  provided  in  clause  (2) ,  the 
first  $50  each  fiscal  year  of  the  charges  for 
all  types  of  care  authorized  by  this  section 
and  received  while  in  an  outpatient  status 
and  25  per  centum  of  all  subsequent  charges 
for  such  care  during  a  fiscal  year. 

“‘(2)  A  family  group  of  two  or  more  per-a 
sons  covered  by  this  section  shall  not  be  re» 
quired  to  pay  collectively  more  than  the  first 
$100  each  fiscal  year  of  the  charges  for/all 
types  of  care  authorized  by  this  sectior/ and 
received  while  in  an  outpatient  status  and 
25  per  centum  of  the  additional  charges  for 
such  care  during  a  fiscal  year. 

“  ‘(3)  25  per  centum  of  the  cluj/ges  for  in¬ 
patient  care. 

“  ‘(c)  The  following  persons/re  eligible  for 
health  benefits  under  this  section: 

“‘(1)  Those  covered  by  .sections  1074(b) 
and  1076(b)  of  this  title,/except  those  cov¬ 
ered  by  section  1072(2)  HF )  of  this  title. 

“  ‘(2)  A  dependent  c w  a  member  of  a  uni¬ 
formed  service  who  dUki  while  on  active  duty 
/for  a  period  of  more'than  thirty  days,  except 
a  dependent  covered  by  section  1072(2)  (F) 
of  this  title. 

However,  a  pera6n  who  is  entitled  to  hospital 
insurance  benefits  under  title  I  of  the  Social 
Security  Amendments  of  1965  (79  Stat.  286) 
is  not  eligible  for  health  benefits  under  this 
section 

“  ‘(dU'No  benefits  shall  be  payable  under 
any  plan  covered  by  this  section  in  the  case 
of  a/person  enrolled  in  any  other  insurance. 


medical  service,  or  health  plan  provided  by 
law  or  through  employment  unless  that  per¬ 
son  certifies  that  the  particular  benefit  he 
is  claiming  is  not  payable  under  the  other 
plan. 

“  ‘(e)  A  person  covered  by  this  section  may 
elect  to  receive  benefits  either  in  ( 1 )  Govern¬ 
ment  facilities,  under  the  conditions  pre¬ 
scribed  in  sections  1074  and  1076-1078  of  this 
title,  or  (2)  the  facilities  provided  under  a 
plan  contracted  for  under  this  section.  How¬ 
ever,  under  joint  regulations  issued  by  the 
Secretary  of  Defense  and  the  Secretary  of 
Health,  Education,  and  Welfare,  the  right  to 
make  this  election  may  be  limited  for  those 
persons  residing  in  an  area  where  adequate 
facilities  of  the  uniformed  service  are  avail¬ 
able. 

“  '§  1087.  Programing  facilities  for  certain 
members,  former  members,  and 
their  dependents  in  construction 
projects  of  the  uniformed  serv¬ 
ices 

“  ‘Space  for  inpatient  and  outpatient  care 
may  be  programed  in  facilities  of  the  uni¬ 
formed  services  for  persons  covered  by  sec¬ 
tions  1074(b)  and  1076(b)  of  this  title.  The 
amount  of  space  so  programed  shall  be  lim¬ 
ited  to  that  amount  determined  by  the  Sec¬ 
retary  concerned  to  be  necessary  to  support 
;aching  and  training  requirements  in  uni¬ 
formed  services  facilities,  except  that  space, 
ma\  be  programed  in  areas  having  a  lari 
concentration  of  retired  members  and  th^ir 
dependents  where  there  is  also  a  proj  e/ted 
critical  shortage  of  community  facilities.’ 

“(8)  Section  1082  is  amended  by  inserting 
‘and  1086’ immediately  after  ‘108  D'' and  by 
amending  tnh  catchline  to  read  as/follows : 

“  '§  1082.  Contracts  for  health  c?fre :  advisory 
committees’. 

"(9)  The  analysis  is  amepfled  by  striking 
out  the  following  ite 

“  ‘1071.  Purpose  of  sec\^9*is  1071-1085  of  this 
title.’ 

*  • 

“  ‘1073.  Administration  of  Actions  1071-1085 

of  this  title.’ 

*  *  /  * 

**  '1077.  Medicar  and  dental  careVor  depend¬ 
ent^:  specific  inclusionsVnd  exclu- 


“  ‘1082.  Contracts  for  medical  care  for  spouses 
and  children:  advisory  commit¬ 
tees.’ 

and'' inserting  the  following  items : 

G071.  Purpose  of  sections  1071-1087  of  this 
title.’ 

***** 

“  ‘1073.  Administration  of  sections  1071-1087 
of  this  title.’ 

***** 

“  ‘1077.  Medical  care  for  dependents :  author¬ 
ized  care  in  facilities  of  uniformed 
services.’ 

***** 

“  ‘1082.  Contracts  for  health  care;  advisory 
committees.’ 

•  *  •  •  • 

“  ‘1086.  Contracts  for  health  care  for  certain 
members,  former  members,  and 
their  dependents.’ 

*  *  *  *  • 

“  ‘1087.  Programing  facilities  for  certain 
members,  former  members,  and 
their  dependents  in  construction 
projects  of  the  uniformed  services.’ 

“Sec.  3.  The  amendments  made  by  this 
Act  shall  become  effective  January  1,  1967, 
except  that  those  amendments  relating  to 
outpatient  care  in  civilian  facilities  for 
spouses  and  children  of  members  of  the  uni¬ 
formed  services  who  are  on  active  duty  for 
a  period  of  more  than  30  days  shall  become 
effective  on  October  1,  1966.” 


And  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagree¬ 
ment  to  the  amendment  of  the  Senate 
the  title  of  the  bill  and  agree  to  the  same 

L.  Mendel  Rivers, 

F.  Edward  Hebert, 

Porter  Hardy,  Jr., 

William  H.  Bates, 

Williams  G.  Bray, 

Managers  orrthe  part  of /lie  House. 
Richard  B.  Russel, 

Stuart  Symington, 

Howard  W.  Cannon, 

Stephen  M.  Xoung, 

Margaret  j/HASE  Smith, 

John  To\ 

Managers  of  thy  Part  of  the  Senate. 

Statement 

The  managers/on  the  part  of  the  House 
at  thq  conference  on  the  disagreeing  votes  of 
the  two  Houses  on  the  amendments  of  the 
Senate  to  tjsfe  bill,  H.R.  14088,  to  authorize 
an  improved  health  benefits  program  for  re¬ 
tired  members  and  members  of  the  uni- 
formed /services  and  their  dependents,  and 
for  otner  purposes,  submit  the  following 
^Statement  in  explanation  of  the  effect  of  the 
action  agreed  upon  by  the  conferees  and 
recommended  in  the  accompanying  confer¬ 
ence  report: 

The  House  insisted  on  its  original  lan¬ 
guage.  However,  the  Senate  conferees  were 
insistent  on  their  position  and  the  House 
conferees  therefore  reluctantly  agreed  to  ac¬ 
cept  the  Senate  amendments  with  the  fol¬ 
lowing  exceptions: 

l.  mentally  retarded  and  physically  handi¬ 
capped  dependents  of  active  duty  personnel 

The  bill  as  passed  by  the  House  authorized 
a  new  program  of  financial  assistance  for 
military  personnel  on  active  duty  whose  chil¬ 
dren  may  be  moderately  or  severely  mentally 
retarded  or  seriously  physically  handicapped. 
The  program  developed  by  the  House  was  de¬ 
signed  to  provide  financial  assistance  and 
benefits  to  military  families  to  cope  with  the 
most  serious  type  of  cases  involving  mental 
retardation  or  physical  handicap.  Under  ex¬ 
isting  law  there  is  no  program  of  this  kind 
either  in  the  Department  of  Defense  or  for 
civilian  employees  of  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment.  Similarly,  no  private  employee  groups 
in  the  country  have  established  a  program 
of  this  kind.  The  program  envisioned  by 
the  House  would  have  cost  an  estimated 
$28.2  million  in  its  first  full  year  of  opera¬ 
tion.  The  Senate  amended  this  House  pro¬ 
vision  to  expand  its  coverage  to  include 
^spouses  of  active  duty  personnel  and  any 
agree  of  mental  retardation  or  physical 
h^idicap. 

le  House  conferees  recognize  the  com- 
menoable  objectives  of  the  Senate  language. 
However,  the  House  conferees  pointed  out 
that  this  program  was  unique  and  consti¬ 
tuted  a  pioneer  effort  in  the  area  of  financial 
assistance  and  benefits  for  the  military  par¬ 
ents  of  mentally  retarded  and  physically 
handicapped  children.  The  House  conferees 
also  pointed  ouVthat  the  House  limitations 
were  consistent  Vith  the  program  recom¬ 
mended  by  the  department  of  Defense. 
Consequently,  the  House  conferees  insisted 
on  maintaining  the  liouse  limitations  ex¬ 
cluding  the  mildly  retarded  and  those  whose 
physical  handicaps  are  net  serious  to  insure 
that  the  costs  of  the  prognun  would  remain 
within  reasonable  limits  and\also  satisfy  the 
need  confronting  those  military  families 
most  seriously  burdened  by  this  problem. 
The  Senate  conferees  therefore  receded  from 
their  position  and  accepted  the  House  lim¬ 
itations  with,  however,  the  proviso 'toat  the 
spouses  of  active  duty  personnel,  as  Veil  as 
children,  would  be  included  in  this  financial 
assistance  program.  The  estimated  annual 
cost  of  this  provision  as  modified  by  the  con¬ 
ferees  is  $28.8  million. 
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HIGHLIGHTS:  Hous/  agreed  to  conference  report  on  child  nutritio'h.  bill .  House 
agreed  to  Senate  amendments  to  bill  revising  Federal  Seed  Act.  Re^y  Langen  criti¬ 
cize  dcAdmini  aeration'  s  farm  program. 


HOUSE 


FOOD  FOR  PEACE.  Recommitted,  306-61,  to  conference  H.  R.  14929,  the  food-foi 
peace  bill,  with  instructions  to  insist  on  the  provision  restricting  sales  of 
agricultural  commodities  to  any  nation  that  ships  equipment,  materials,  or  com¬ 
modities  to  Cuba  or  North  Vietnam.  pp.  24314-25 

2.  CHILD  NUTRITION.  Agreed  to  the  conference  report  on  S.  3467,  the  child  nutrition 
bill.  pp.  24313-4 


^  SEEDS.  Agreed  to  Senate  amendments  to  H.  R.  15662,  to  revise  the  Federal  Seed, 
Act.  This  bill  will  now  be  sent  to  the  President,  p.  24313  *'* 

4.  POVERTY.  Conferees  were  appointed  on  H.  R.  15111,  to  continue  and  change  various 
programs  under  the  Economic  Opportunity  Act.  ‘p.  2l;326  ' 


5.  EDUCATION.  Began  debate  on  H.  R.  13161,  to  strengthen  and  improve  programs  of 

assistance  for  elementary  and  secondary  schools,  pp.  24328-47,  243(77-8 

\  /  ■ 

6.  FARM  PROGRAM.  Rep.  Langen  reviewed  various  criticisms  of  the  Administration' s 

farm  program  by  the  Republican  Policy  Committee,  pp.  24365-6 

7.  RURAL  DEVELOPMENT^  Rep.  Moeller  recommended  S.  2934,  the  vytal  community  devel¬ 

opment  districts  bill.  pp.  24378-9 

8.  FARM  CREDIT.  The  Banking  and  Currency  Committee  report/d  without  amendment 

S.  J.  Res.  153,  to  provj.de  for  medals  in  commemoration  of  the  50th  anniversary 
of  the  Federal  land  bank\system  (H.  Rept.  2193).  p/  24387 

9.  CONSUMERS.  Rep.  Rosenthal  reviewed  and  requested/4dditional  actions  to  protect 

consumers,  pp.  24379-81 

10.  PERSONNEL;  POVERTY.  Rep.  Bob  Wil^pn  claimed  t£re  administration  is  "hypocritical" 
in  vetoing  the  Government  employees'  life  insurance  bill,  then  favoring  the 
poverty  bill.  p.  24364 

SENAl 


11.  LOANS.  The  Agriculture  and  Forestry  jCommi^ttee  reported  with  amendments  S.  688, 

to  extend  loan  eligibility  to  non-profit  corporations  for  rural  renewal  activi¬ 
ties  (S.  Rept.  1676).  p.  24184 

12.  EDUCATION.  The  Labor  and  Publi^ Works  Committed  reported  with  amendments  H.  R. 

14644,  the  proposed  Higher  Education  Amendments  \f  1966  (S.  Rept.  1677).  p.  t 
24184  /  \ 

Began  debate  on  S.  3046,/  to  strengthen  and  improve  programs  of  assistance 
for  elementary  and  seconjjary  schools,  pp.  24244  ,  24255-99 

The  Finance  Commit tee  reported  without  amendment  H.\R.  8664,  to  implement 
the  Agreement  on  the  Importation  of  Educational,  Scientific,  and  Cultural 
Materials,  opened  fo/  signature  at  Lake  Success  on  Nov.  2X>  1950  (S.  Rept. 
1679).  p.  24184 

13.  TRANSPORTATION.  Conferees  were  appointed  on  H.  R.  15963,  to  establish  a  Depart¬ 

ment  of  Transportation.  House  conferees  have  been  appointed,  24244 

14.  FOREIGN  AID.  /Passed,  52-22,  with  amendments  H.  R.  17788,  the  foreign  aid  appro¬ 

priation  bjrll  (pp.  24224-244).  Agreed  to  an  amendment  by  Sen.  Ellender  to 
reduce  by/$27  million  appropriations  for  development  loans  (pp.  24239X40), 
Conferees  were  appointed.  House  conferees  have  not  been  appointed, 

r 

15.  FISH  BROTEIN.  Conferees  were  appointed  on  S.  2720,  to  authorize  the  Interior 
Department  to  develop  practicable  and  economic  means  for  production  by  the 
commercial  fishing  industry  of  fish  protein  concentrate.  House  conferees  hai 
rot  been  appointed,  pp.  24299-300 
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SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  r^uest  of  the  gentleman  from  Mary¬ 
land? 

There\was  no  objection. 

The  Senate  amendments  were  con¬ 
curred  in. 

A  motion  fa)  reconsider  was  laid  on  the 
table. 

'  NATIONAL  MlJSEUM  ACT  OF  1965 

Mr.  JONES  of  Missouri.  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  call  up  the  conference  report  on  the  bill 
(S.  1310)  relating  to  ftj.e  National  Mu¬ 
seum  of  the  Smithsoniairlnstitution,  and 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  state¬ 
ment  of  the  managers  on  tire  part  of  the 
House  be  read  in  lieu  of  the  report. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  tyie  bill. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Mis¬ 
souri? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  Clerk  read  the  statement. 

(For  conference  report  and  statement\ 
see  proceedings  of  the  House  of  Octo- 


that  is  based  and  predicated  on  the  con¬ 
tinuation  of  inflation  and  mounting  Gov¬ 
ernment  expense  as  well  as  that  of  the 
need  of  the  Smithsonian  Institution  to 
make  long-range  commitments.  How¬ 
ever,  it  does  encumber  a  future  Congress 
and,  in  fact,  the  next  two  Congresses,  as 
far  as  these  amounts  are  concerned.  In 
the  opinion  of  my  colleague  from  Mis¬ 
souri,  was  this  a  worthwhile  sacrifice  in 
order  to  stipulate  review  by  the  commit¬ 
tee  at  the  end  of  these  fiscal  years? 

Mr.  JONES  of  Missouri.  I  might  say 
that  we  had  to  reach  some  compromise 
on  the  wording  of  the  bill  or  we  would  not 
have  had  any  bill.  The  House  version 
was  an  open-end  commitment,  while  the 
Senate  placed  a  limitation  of  $200,000  per 
year.  Our  committee  felt  that  this  was  a 
worthwhile  activity  and  we  felt  there  was 
sufficient  consideration  by  the  Congress 
when  it  does  come  before  the  Committee 
on  Appropriations.  So  I  think  it  is  safe¬ 
guarded  in  that  respect. 

Mr.  HALL.  We  constantly  hear  about 
an  authorizing  bill  not  being  valid  when 
comes  before  the  Committee  on  Ap- 


ber  4,  1966.)  .  .  . 

Mr.  HALL.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the  gen-  variations,  but  1  submit  that  w£en  the. 


tleman  yield? 

Mr.  JONES  of  Missouri.  I  yield  to  my 
colleague  from  Missouri. 

Mr.  HALL.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  appreciate 
my  colleague  from  Missouri  yielding  to 
me.  I  simply  have  one  question.  As  I 
understand  the  statement  of  the  man¬ 
agers  on  the  part  of  the  House,  we  ac¬ 
ceded  to  the  original  provision  of  para¬ 
graph  (b)  of  section  2  of  the  Senate  bill, 
S.  1310.  The  effect  of  this  is  to  encum¬ 
ber  a  future  Congress  in  increasing 
amounts  as  to  the  purpose  of  this  con¬ 
tinuing  Smithsonian  Institution  author¬ 
ity.  Is  that  correct? 

Mr.  JONES  of  Missouri.  Well,  that  is 
perfectly  correct.  In  other  words  we  ac¬ 
ceded  to  them  to  accept  a  limitation. 
Rather  than  $200,000,  it  goes  up  to  a 
maximum  of  $300,000  and  they  would 
then  have  to  come  back  to  the  Congress 
for  reappraisal. 

Mr.  HALL.  If  the  gentleman  will 
yield  further,  Mr.  Speaker,  in  this  time  of 
deficit  spending,  in  this  time  of  war,  and 


appropriation  bill  is  brought  up  the  argu- 
men\  is  invariably  advanced  that/the 
operative  committee  members  hate  to 
appropriate,  or  they  have  to  provide  ways 
and  means  by  some  method  ox/manner 
for  everything  that  has  been  .previously 
authorized  the  legislative  committee 
of  the  House\  I  hope  that. In  the  future 
the  managers  on  the  papt  of  the  House 
will  not  seek  to  encumber  a  future  Con¬ 
gress  whose  membership  might  be  dras¬ 
tically  changed. 

I  thank  the  gentlgitian  for  yielding  and 
for  giving  me  the,6ppo\tunity  of  making 
this  legislative  record. 

Mr.  JONES  Of  Missouri\  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  move  the  previous  questio\  on  the  con¬ 
ference  report. 

The  previous  question  was  Ordered. 

The  conference  report  was  agreed  to. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laicrpn  the 
table/ 

/ 


^Aving  freedom  AND  DEMOCRA 

r/r.1'  ^  /  IN  VIETNAM  by  destroying  th 

in  this  time  when  the  President  is  telling ./  ^ 

us  to  hold  back  on  further  expenses,  to 
say  nothing  of  encumbering  future  Con¬ 
gresses;  will  the  gentleman  from  Mis¬ 
souri  please  tell  the  House  in  a  few'brief 
words  why  it  was  necessary  to/recede 
from  the  House  position  and  a'ccede  to 
the  Senate  with  respect  to  future  ex¬ 
penditures  in  this  area?  / 

Mr.  JONES  of  Missouri ./ 1  might  say 
to  the  gentleman  the  rea/on  why  we  did 
this  was  because  we  wpf'e  just  outvoted, 
to  be  perfectly  frank  with  you.  However, 

I  think  the  limitation  of  $200,000  for  the 
first  year  would  not  have  any  effect  on 
the  bill  itself.  OJ/bourse,  all  of  these  will 
be  subject  to  reyfew  by  the  Committee  on 
Appropriation^ each  year  and  after  it  has 
been  operate  for  3  years  they  would 
have  to  corpse  back  to  the  Congress  for  re¬ 
appraisal, 

Mr.  HALL.  Mr.  Speaker,  what  I  am 
worriea  about  is  not  $200,000  for  fiscal 
year/i968  but  the  $250,000  for  fiscal  year 
1969  and  the  $250,000  for  fiscal  year  1970 
id  the  $300,000  for  fiscal  year  1971. 

Fhis  is  backdoor  spending.  I  presume 


WORLD 

(Mr.  FARBSTEIN  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks  ) 

Mi-.  FARBSTEIN.  Mr.  Speaker,  for¬ 
mer  Px-esident  Eisenhower  belies  his  rep¬ 
utation  as  a  man  of  moderation  and 
caution  by  his  apparent  advocacy  of  the 
nuclear  thi-eat  in  Vietnam.  The  former 
Commander  in  Chief  seems  to  be  saying 
that  he  would  risk  a  global  holocaust  to 
achieve  our  limited  aims  in  southeast 
Asia.  If  we  follow  the  Eisenhower  dic¬ 
tum,  it  seems  to  me,  we  would  be  saving 
freedom  and  democracy  in  Vietnam  by 
destroying  the  woi'ld. 

Mr.  Speaker,  in  these  days  when  we  are 
imploring  other  nations  to  forgo  nu¬ 
clear  arms,  Mr.  Eisenhower  suggests  that 
we  rattle  our  own  weapons  to  strike  fear 
in  the  enemies’  heart.  Our  only  hope 
for  halting  proliferation  is  to  demon¬ 
strate  just  how  responsible  we  can  be  in 
our  nuclear  policies.  Mr.  Eisenhower 
does  this  country  a  serious  disservice  by 


pi-oposing  that  we  use  our  nuclear  power 
whex'e  it  suits  us — and  the  rest  of  worfd 
be  damned. 

I  condemn  that  viewpoint.  We  deserve 
the  world’s  confidence  only  if  we  £liow  we 
are  capable  of  the  utmost  restraint  in 
exercising  our  nuclear  strength.  I  am 
certain  our  President  and  those  others 
in  authority  will  make  evident  to  the 
people  of  this  Nation  ancj'the  world  that 
the  mere  thought  of  the  use  of  nuclear 
arms  is  repulsive  to-  this  enlightened 
Nation.  / 

AMEND  FEDERAL  SEED  ACT 

Mr.  COOLER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  ponsent  to  take  from  the 
Speaker’s  desk  the  bill  (H.R.  15662)  to 
amend  the  Federal  Seed  Act  (53  Stat. 
1275),  a$  amended,  with  Senate  amend¬ 
ments. thereto  and  concur  in  the  Senate 
amendments. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

/The  Clerk  read  the  Senate  amend - 
riients,  as  follows : 

Page  2,  line  19,  strike  out  “of”  where  it 
appears  the  second  time  and  insert  “for”. 

Page  3,  line  9,  strike  out  "Stated:1”  and 
insert  “Stated1:”. 

Page  3,  line  12,  strike  out  “label.”  11  and 
insert  “label; 

Page  3,  line  20,  strike  out  “1571(B) )”  and 
insert  “1571(b))11. 

Page  4,  line  13,  strike  out  “The”  and  insert 
“the”. 

Page  8,  line  17,  strike  out  “noxious  weed” 
and  insert  “noxious-weed”. 

Page  10,  line  3,  after  “12.”  insert  “(a)”. 

Page  10,  line  19,  strike  out  “  “(b)”  and  in¬ 
sert  “(b)”. 

Page  10,  line  21,  strike  out  "“‘(e)'1  and 
insert  “  “(e)  ”. 

Page  11,  line  8,  strike  out  “stated.1 11  ”  and 
insert  “stated.”  ”. 

Page  11,  line  11,  strike  out  “Any”  and  in¬ 
sert  “any”. 

Page  11,  line  23,  strike  out  “Any”  and  in¬ 
sert  “any”. 

Page  14,  line  16,  strike  out  “pure-live”  and 
insert  “live”. 

Page  14,  line  20,  after  “time”  insert  “to 
time”. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  North 
.  Carolina? 

There  was  no  objection. 
sThe  Senate  amendments  were  con¬ 
curred  in. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on  the 
table'1 


AN  ACT  TO  AMEND  THE  NATIONAL 
SCHOOL  LUNCH  ACT,  AS  AMEND¬ 
ED,  TO  STRENGTHEN  AND  EX¬ 
PAND  FOOD  SERVICE  PROGRAMS 
FOR  CHILDREN 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  call  up 
the  conference  report  on  the  bill  S.  3467. 
“An  act  to  amend  the  National  School 
Lunch  Act,  as  amended,  to  strengthen 
and  expand  food  service  programs  for 
children,”  and  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  the  statement  of  the  managers  on 
the  part  of  the  House  be  read  in  lieu  of 
the  report. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 
The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  North 
Carolina? 

There  was  no  objection. 
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The  Clerk  read  the  statement. 

(For  conference  report  and  statement, 
see  proceedings  of  the  House  of  Septem¬ 
ber  21,  1966.) 

Mrs.  MAY.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  gentleman  from  North  Caro¬ 
lina  yield? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  de¬ 
lighted  to  yield  to  the  distinguished  gen¬ 
tlewoman  from  Washington  [Mrs. 
May], 

(Mrs.  MAY  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  extend  her  remarks  at  this 
point  in  the  Record.) 

Mrs.  MAY.  Mr.  Speaker,  it  was  my 
privilege  to  serve  as  a  conferee  with  re¬ 
spect  to  the  Child  Nutrition  Act  of  1966, 
and  I  feel  this  is  indeed  a  highly  con¬ 
structive  piece  of  legislation. 

This  measure  is  unique  in  that  it 
blends  innovation  with  prudence,  there¬ 
by  providing  the  assurance  that  the  ulti¬ 
mate  benefactor  of  the  legislation  will  be 
the  children  of  America. 

It  is  important  to  note  that  this  legis¬ 
lation  does  not  in  any  manner  change 
the  school  lunch  program.  It  will  per¬ 
mit  this  program  to  work  in  the  future 
just  as  it  has  in  the  past  and  at  the  level 
of  appropriation  set  by  the  Congress. 

The  Child  Nutrition  Act,  then,  adds  to 
the  school  lunch  program.  It  provides 
for  the  continuation  of  the  special  milk 
program  for  an  additional  3  years,  the 
program  through  which  milk  at  reduced 
prices  is  made  available  to  children  in 
schools,  summer  camps,  and  similar 
institutions. 

In  addition,  the  measure  provides  for 
two  new  programs.  The  first,  the 
school  breakfast  program,  would  be  car¬ 
ried  out  in  substantially  the  same  man¬ 
ner  that  the  schools  are  now  carrying 
out  the  lunch  and  milk  programs.  I 
would  like  to  point  out,  however,  that 
our  committee  had  a  great  many  reser¬ 
vations  about  going  into  this  new  area 
on  anything  but  an  experimental  basis, 
because  we  wanted  to  see  proof  that  the 
program  could  be  wisely  and  practically 
applied.  We  committee  members  also 
wanted  to  be  sure  that  this  approach  did 
not  in  any  manner  or  means  interfere 
with  the  established  school  lunch  pro¬ 
gram.  It  was  for  that  reason  that  the' 
program  was  put  on  a  strictly  2-year 
pilot  program. 

The  second  new  program  would  pro¬ 
vide  schools  in  low-income  areas  with 
funds  to  acquire  equipment  for  the  pur¬ 
pose  of  establishing,  maintaining,  and 
expanding  school  food  service  programs. 
This  part  of  the  program  will  be  carried 
out  on  a  cost-sharing  basis  with  the 
State  and  local  areas,  and  it  will  bring 
the  school  food  service  into  areas  where 
children  are  most  in  need  of  it. 

Mr.  Speaker,  this  is  a  good  program, 
and  it  gives  me  a  great  deal  of  pleasure 
to  Khow  that  I  have  had  some  small  part 
in  seeing  it  come  into  being. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move 
the  previous  question  on  the  conference 
report. 

The  previous  question  was  ordered. 

The  conference  report  was  agreed  to. 


CONCURRENT  RESOLUTION  TO 
CORRECT  THE  TITLE  OF  S.  3467 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  offer  a 
concurrent  resolution  (H.  Con.  Res. 
1028)  and  ask  unanimous  consent  for  its 
.immediate  consideration. 

The  Clerk  read  the  concurrent  resolu¬ 
tion,  as  follows: 

H.  Con.  Res.  1028 

Resolved  by  the  House  of  Representatives 
( the  Senate  concurring).  That  in  the  en¬ 
rollment  of  the  bill  (S.  3467)  to  amend  the 
National  School  Lunch  Act,  as  amended,  to 
strengthen  and  expand  food  service  programs 
for  children,  the  Secretary  of  the  Senate  be, 
and  he  is  hereby,  authorized  and  directed  to 
correct  the  title  so  as  to  read:  “An  Act  to 
strengthen  and  expand  food  service  programs 
for  children.” 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  North 
Carolina? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  concurrent  resolution  was  agreed 
to. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on  the 
/table. 


October  5,  1966 


lowing  Members  failed  to  answer  to  their 
names : 

[Roll  No.  334] 

Addabbo 

Dyal 

Irwin 

Albert 

Edwards,  Ala. 

Kupferman 

Ashley 

Evans,  Colo. 

Leggett 

Asplnall 

Farnsley 

McCarthy 

Brock 

Fisher 

McMIUan 

Brown,  Calif. 

Flynt 

McVlcker 

Callaway 

Fulton,  Tenn. 

Macdonald 

Celler 

Grider 

Martin,  Ala. 

Clark 

Gross 

Martin,  Mass. 

Cleveland 

Grover 

Martin,  Nebr, 

Corman 

Halleck 

Morris 

Craley 

Harvey,  Ind. 

Morrison 

Curtis 

Hubert 

Morse 

Duncan,  Oreg. 

Hull 

Morton 

Murray 
O'Konskl 
Olsen,  Mont. 
O'Neill,  Mass. 
Ottinger 
Powell 
PurceU 
Rees 

Reid,  N  Y. 
Reinecke 
Resnick 
Rivers,  Alaska 
Rogers,  Tex. 
Roncalio 


Rosenthal 
Schisler 
Scott 
Sickles 
Sisk 
Stanton 
Stephens 
Stratton 
Sullivdn 
Sweeney 
Teague,  Tex 
Thompson,  Tex. 
Toll 
Tuck 


Tunney 
Tupper 
Walker, : 
Walker,  N.J 
Watkins  , 
Watson/ 
Weltne 
Whit/  Idaho 
WidAall 
W^flis 

ilson.  Bob 
olff 


TO  PROMOTE  INTERNATIONAL 
TRADE\tN  AGRICULTURAL  COM¬ 
MODITIES  TO  COMBAT  HUNGER 
AND  MALNUTRITION,  T&  FUR¬ 
THER  ECONOMIC  DEVELOPMENT, 
AND  FOR  OTHSlR  PURPOSES 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mk  Sp^hker,  I  call  up 
the  conference  reporcwn  the  bill  (H.R. 
14929),  an  act  to  prornste  international 
trade  in  agricultural  commodities,  to 
combat  hunger  andunalnuVition,  to  fur¬ 
ther  economic  development,  and  for 
other  purposes, /md  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  that  the  statement  of  the  noanagers 
on  the  part  pi  the  House  be  reacKin  lieu 
of  the  report. 

The  Cterk  read  the  title  of  the  bit 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection\io 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Nora 
Carolina? 

here  was  no  objection. 

CALL  OF  THE  HOUSE 

Mr.  HAYS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  make  the 
point  of  order  that  a  quorum  is  not 
present. 

The  SPEAKER.  Evidently  a  quorum 
is  not  present. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move 
the  call  of  the  House. 

A  call  of  the  House  was  ordered. 

The  Clerk  called  the  roll,  and  the  fol- 


The  SPEAKER.  Oh  this  rollcall  346 
Members  have  answered  to  their  names, 
a  quorum. 

By  unanimous/  consent,  further  pro¬ 
ceedings  under/xhe  call  were  dispensed 
with. 

The  SPEA&ER.  The  Clerk  will  read 
the  statement  of  the  managers  on  the 
part  of  the  House. 

The  Olerk  read  the  statement. 

(Fcnr  conference  report  and  statement, 
see  proceedings  of  the  House  of  Septem- 
be/23,  1966.) 

[r.  COOLEY  (interrupting  the  read¬ 
ing  of  the  statement) .  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  further 
reading  of  the  statement  of  the  managers 
on  the  part  of  the  House  be  dispensed 
with.  I  think  everyone  is  familiar  with 
the  statement. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  North 
Carolina? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  gentleman  from 
North  Carolina  is  recognized  for  1  hour. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  want  to 
make  a  brief  statement. 

First  I  want  to  say  that  this  is  a  very, 
very  important  bill,  which  came  out  of 
the  Committee  on  Agriculture  by  a  vote 
of  33  to  2  and  passed  the  House  by  a  vote 
of  333  to  only  20.  Our  bill  was  called  the 
Food  for  Freedom  Act  of  1966.  The  Sen¬ 
ate  bill  was  called  the  Food  for  Peace  Act 
of  1966.  We  went  to  conference  and  we 
made  a  diligent  effort  to  retain  the  House 
provisions.  We  had  a  long  discussion, 
much  of  it  about  the  name  of  the  bill, 
vhich,  of  course,  all  of  us  know  stems 
>m  Public  Law  480,  which  has  operated 
foiV2  years. 

Speaker,  under  Public  Law  480,  we 
have  Viared  our  great  abundance  with 
less  foramate  people  in  other  parts  of 
the  worlc 

Mr.  Speaker,  hundreds  of  millions  of 
people  in  more  than  100  nations  of  this 
earth  have  been  permitted  to  share  in 
this  great  abundance  which  we  have  har¬ 
vested  from  our  Own  flourishing  fields. 

Mr.  Speaker,  INiave  maintained  for 
many  years  that  bre^d  and  butter  will  be 
more  effective  in  the  cause  of  peace  than 
bullets,  bayonets,  andNwmbs. 

Mr.  Speaker,  this  program  that  we 
have  here  under  consideration,  is  a  pro¬ 
gram  which  more  or  less  embraces  that 
theory,  because  we  are  now  about  to  em¬ 
bark  upon  an  entirely  differentNprogram 
from  the  programs  which  we  havp  exer¬ 
cised  in  the  past. 

Mr.  Speaker,  under  the  prograifts  of 
the  past  we  have  taken  away  from  pj; 
duction  more  than  50  million  acres 
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15.  CHILD  NUTRITION.  Agreed  to  the  conference  report  on  S.  3467,  the  child  nutri¬ 

tion  bill  (pp.  24455-56).  This  bill  will  now  be  sent  to  the  President. 

16.  HEMISFAIR.  Passed  as  reported  H.  R.  15098,  relating  to  U.  S.  participation  in 
the  HemisFair  1968  Exposition  to  be  held  in  San  Antonio,  Texas,  pp.  24391- 
24396 


EDUCATION.  Passed,  54-16,  with  amendments  S.  30^6,  to  strengthen  and  improve 
:ograms  of  assistant  for  elementary  and  secondary  schools,  pp.  24452-3, 
24456-96 

m.  Talmadge  inserted  an  article  "United  States  Steps  To  Control  Schools 
Seen,\and  inserted  his  newsletter  discussing  this  subject,  pp.  24431-2 

The  Subcommittee  on  Education  ordered  favorably  reported  to  the  /full  commit¬ 
tee  with  amendments  H.  R.  14643,  to  provide  for  the  strengthening/of  American 
educationai\resources  for  international  studies  and  research,  v.  D962 

LABELING  AND  PACKAGING.  Disagreed  to  the  House  amendment  tO/£.  985,  the  fair 
packaging  and  labeling  bill,  and  conferees  were  appointed./  House  conferees 
have  not  yet  been^ppointed.  pp.  24496-8 

19.  FARM  PROGRAM.  Sen.  Pe'hrson  stated  that  the  administrative  rulings,  procedures, 

and  definitions  of  the  xarm  program  are  so  complicated  that  he  has  requested  a 
full-scale  study  of  the  matter,  pp.  24422-3 

Sen.  Mundt  inserted  exc\rpts  from  his  current'' newsletter  "Parity  Drops 
Again"  and  "Bad  News  for  Livestock  Producers,*/  pp.  24439-41 

Sen.  Long,  Mo.,  commended  rtje  agricultural  export  program,  calling  it  a 
great  success  story,  and  inserted  an  edito/ial  on  the  subject,  pp.  24441-3 

20.  CLEAN  AIR.  Disagreed  to  House  amencJtqenfc^  to  S.  3112,  the  clean  air  bill,  and 

conferees  were  appointed  (p.  24498) .  XHouse  conferees  have  not  yet  been 
appointed. 


3 


ll.  FINANCIAL  INSTITUTIONS.  Disagreed  to  House\amendments  to  S.  3158,  to  strengthen 
the  regulatory  and  supervisory/authority  ofN(ederal  agencies  over  insured  banks 
and  savings  and  loan  associations,  and  conferees  were  appointed  (pp.  24498- 
24511).  House  conferees  h/ve  not  yet  been  appointed. 

22.  MILITARY  CONSTRUCTION.  The  Subcommittee  of  the  Appropriations  Committee  approve' 
for  full  committee  consideration  H.  R.  17637,  the  military  construction 
appropriation  bill./p.  D961 

23.  FORESTRY.  The  In/erior  and  Insular  Affairs  Committee  reported  with  amendment 

H.  R.  8678,  to/establish  in  the  State  of  Michigan  the  Pictured  Rocks  National 
Lakeshore  (S/Rept.  1681).  p.  24390 

24.  LANDS.  Th/'  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  Committee  ordered  reported  (but  did  not 
actually  report)  S.  84,  to  provide  for  reimbursement  to  Wyoming  for  improve¬ 
ments  ytfiade  on  certain  lands  in  Sweetwater  Co.,  if  and  when  such  lands  revert 


to  the  U.  S.;  and  S.  2358,  to  authorize  sale  of  U.  S.  phosphate  inter* 
certain  Fla.,  lands  to  the  record  owners  of  the  lands,  p.  D961-2 


»ts  in 


25./U.ASKA.  Sen.  Bartlett  spoke  on  the  need  for  better  housing  and  communications 
/  systems  in  Alaska  and  inserted  supporting  articles,  pp.  24428-30,  24437-8 


26\WATER  POLLUTION.  Sen.  Muskie  inserted  a  speech  by  Assistant  Secretary  of  Intfe- 
\Ticfr  DiLuzio  entitled  "Water  Pollution  Control  -  An  American  Must."  pp.  24A33- 


27.  HIDE 'EXPORTS.  Sen.  McGovern  stated  that  "there  has  been  no  more  obvious  fiasco 
in  Government  this  year  than  the  hide  export  fiasco  staged  by  the  Department  of 
Commerce."  p.  24438-9 


28.  CITIES.  Sdn.  Muskie  inserted  various  speeches  delivered  at  the  yrban  America 
Conference  bn  the  subject  of  urban  problems,  pp.  2443-9 


29.  APPRO PRIATIONS.V  Received  from  the  President  proposed  supplemental  estimates  for 
various  departments  and  agencies  (S.  Doc.  112).  p.  24389  /No  items  for  USDA) 

H.  R.  17787,  tha  public  works  appropriations  bill,  1967,  was  made  the  un¬ 
finished  business. \p.  24496 


30.  WATERSHEDS.  Received  from  the  Budget  Bureau  plans  for  works  of  improvements  on 

Big  Coon  Creek,  Ala.  and  Tenn. ,  Ebenezer  Creek,  Gay,  Spillman  Creek,  Kans. ,  ,-~ 

Mill  Creek,  Ky. ,  and  Hobbsville-Sunbury  watershed/  N.  C.  and  Va. ;  to  Agricul¬ 
ture  and  Forestry  Committed*  and  Little  Sandy  Creek  and  Trail  Creek,  Ga. , 
Caston-Mountain  Creek,  Okla\  and  Choctaw  Creejc,  Tex.;  to  Public  Works  Commit¬ 
tee.  pp.  24389,  24390 


31.  POWER.  Received  from  FPC  a  publication,  "World  Power  Data,  1964."  p.  24390 


32.  BONDING.  Received  from  Treasury  the\ani}ual  report  on  the  bonding  of  Government 
officers  and  employees,  p.  24390 


33.  CLAIMS.  Received  from  Treasury  the /annual  report  on  claims  paid  under  the  Mili¬ 
tary  Personnel  and  Civilian  Employees  Claims  Act.  p.  24390 


34.  POST  OFFICE.  Received  the  Postmaster  General\s  annual  report,  p.  24390 


35.  FLOOD  CONTROL;  INFORMATION.  yReceived  from  Army  a.  proposed  bill  to  further  amend 
section  206  of  the  Flood  Cemtrol  Act  of  1960  to  authorize  the  Secretary  of  the 
Army  to  compile  and  disseminate  information  on  floods  and  flood  damages  to  other 
Federal  agencies;  to  Public  Works  Committee,  p.  24^@0 


36.  LEGISLATIVE  PROGRAM.  /Sen.  Mansfield  announced  that  hopd'fully  consideration  of 

the  public  works  appropriation  bill  would  be  completed  tb^day  (Oct.  7),  followed 
by  consideration  oT  the  higher  education  bill,  and  that  ic\is  not  anticipated 
that  a  Saturday  yession  will  be  held.  p.  24482 


ITEMS  IN  APPENDIX 


37.  SUGAR;  LOANy.  Rep.  O'Neill,  Mass.,  inserted  his  comments  concerning  the  finan¬ 
cial  assistance  given  by  the  Economic  Development  Admin,  to  Maine  Sugar  Indus¬ 
tries,  Inc.  for  the  purpose  of  adding  cane  sugar  refining  capacity  t\  a  new 
beet  sugar  factory.  pp.  A5156-7 


38.  FOOD/PRICES.  Extension  of  remarks  of  Rep.  Jarman  commending  the  food  industry 
ana  the  farmer  for  their  efforts  to  help  keep  prices  down  and  inserting  arr 
Article  on  this  subject,  pp.  A5158-9 


October  6,  1966 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  SENATE 


244; 


Jut  I  would  like  to  believe  that  while 
refugees  were  in  our  land,  we  did 
everything  to  strengthen  their  belief  in 
the  '.democratic  process  and  that  we 
helped,  preserve  their  skills  so  that  they 
might  put  them  to  good  use  in  their  own 
country.  \  I  sincerely  believe  that  the 
pending  measure,  of  which  I  am  a  co¬ 
sponsor,  wilX  be  of  immeasurable  aid  in 
meeting  thes/two  objectives. 

Mr.  JAVTTSX  Mr.  President,  as  a  co¬ 
sponsor  of  this  measure,  I  want  to  voice 
my  approval  and  utee  its  speedy  passage. 

The  report  clearly  indicates  the  spe¬ 
cial  problem  of  theXnore  than  240,000 
Cuban  refugees  who  have  entered  this 
country  since  the  advent  of  the  Castro 
regime.  Many  came  as  refugees  and  de¬ 
sire  to  become  citizens,  but\hey,  as  well 
as  other  citizens  of  Western  hemisphere 
nations  are  precluded  from  had  justing 
their  status  to  permanent  resident  while 
in  this  country.  While  others  canXeturn 
to  their  country  of  origin  for  appropriate 
processing,  Cubans  cannot  return,  \nd 
even  if  they  could,  there  is  no  U.S.  Er 
bassy  in  their  country  to  issue  the  cor¬ 
rect  visa.  For  many  Cubans,  this  has 
meant  a  costly  and  inconvenient  trip  out¬ 
side  the  United  States — usually  to  Can¬ 
ada  or  Mexico — where  the  required  docu¬ 
ments  can  be  obtained.  This  measure 
will  relieve  them  of  that  burden  and  will 
facilitate  their  applications  for  citizen¬ 
ship. 

Last  year,  when  the  Congress  revised 
the  Immigration  and  Nationality  Act,  I 
proposed  an  amendment  similar  to  this 
bill  which  would  have  allowed  adjust¬ 
ment  of  status  in  the  United  States.  My 
amendment  was  accepted  in  committee 
and  was  passed  by  the  Senate,  but  was 
lost  in  conference. 

The  vast  majority  of  these  Cuban  ref¬ 
ugees  have  already  made  a  contribution 
to  our  Nation  in  the  form  of  skills,  edu¬ 
cation,  and  initiative.  This  bill  will  as¬ 
sure  them  the  opportunity  to  continue 
their  new  lives  in  freedom  and  security. 

Mr.  ERVIN.  Mr.  President,  the  bill 
came  from  the  Subcommittee  on  Immi¬ 
gration  and  Naturalization  of  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  the  Judiciary.  It  authorizes/ 
an  adjustment  of  the  status  of  Cuba 
refugees  to  the  United  States. 

While  I  am  a  stanch  advocate  oV re¬ 
stricted  immigration,  I  think  that  the 
passage  of  the  pending  bill  is  necessary 
in  respect  to  the  Cuban  refugee/  There 
is  no  prospect  that  they  will/oe  able  to 
return  to  their  own  country  within  any 
foreseeable  time. 

The  pending  measure  /herely  provides 
that  they  may  have  their  status  adjusted 
with  a  view  ultimately  to  becoming 
American  citizens. 

I  think  it  is  necessary  to  pass  the 
pending  bill  to  deal  with  the  situation 
confronting  us/which,  in  the  words  of 
Grover  Cleveland,  is  “a  condition  and 
not  a  theory/’ 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
questioryis  on  agreeing  to  the  committee 
amendment  in  the  nature  of  a  sub- 
stitut 

ie  amendment  was  agreed  to. 
ie  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
restion  is  on  the  engrossment  and  third 
^reading  of  the  bill. 


The  bill  (S.  3712)  was  ordered  to  be 
engrossed  for  a  third  reading  and  was 
read  the  third  time. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  Judi¬ 
ciary  Committee  be  discharged  from 
further  consideration  of  H.R.  15183,  a 
bill  similar  to  the  pending  measure,  and 
that  the  Senate  proceed  to  the  considera¬ 
tion  of  lI.R.  15183. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  Senator 
from  Montana?  The  Chair  hears  none, 
and  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  bill  will  be  stated  by  title. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  A  bill  (HR. 
15183)  to  adjust  the  status  of  Cuban 
refugees  to  that  of  lawful  permanent 
residents  of  the  United  States. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  the  Senate  will  proceed  to  the 
consideration  of  the  bill,  H.R.  15183. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
move  to  strike  out  all  after  the  enacting 
clause  of  the  bill,  H.R.  15183,  and  insert 
in  lieu  thereof  the  language  of  S.  3712,  as 
amended. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The* 
lestion  is  on  agreeing  to  the  motioy  of 
tftq  Senator  from  Montana, 
ie  motion  was  agreed  to. 

Th\  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  the  engrossment  of  the 
amendment  and  the  third  re/aing  of  the 
bill. 

The  amendment  was  ordered  to  be  en¬ 
grossed  and  \jie  bill  tq/be  read  a  third 
time. 

The  bill  was  r^ad  the  third  time. 

The  PRESIDIN'k/oFFICER.  The  bill 
having  been  reyaXhe  third  time,  the 
question  is,  Shall' it  pa^s? 

The  bill  (ILR.  151834  was  passed. 

The  title  y as  amended-  so  as  to  read : 
“A  bill  to /adjust  the  status  of  Cuban 
refugees yto  that  of  lawful  permanent 
residents  of  the  United  Stacks,  and  for 
other  purposes.1 

M/JAVITS.  Mr.  President,  iNmove  to 
reconsider  the  vote  by  which  the  bijl  was 
passed. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  Presidents,  I 
move  to  lay  that  motion  on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  wai 
agreed  to. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  S.  3712  be 
indefinitely  postponed. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


AMENDMENT  OF  NATIONAL  SCHOOL 
LUNCH  ACT— CONFERENCE  RE¬ 
PORT 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  I  sub¬ 
mit  a  report  of  the  committee  of  con¬ 
ference  on  the  disagreeing  votes  of  the 
two  Houses  on  the  amendment  of  the 
House  to  the  bill  (S.  3467)  to  amend  the 
National  School  Lunch  Act,  as  amended, 
to  strengthen  and  expand  food  service 
programs  for  children.  I  ask  unanimous 
consent  for  the  present  consideration  of 
the  report. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Proxmire  in  the  chair.)  The  report  will 
be  read  for  the  information  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate. 


The  legislative  clerk  read  the  report. 

(For  conference  report,  see  House  pro¬ 
ceedings  of  September  21,  1966,  pp. 
22481-22482,  Congressional  Record.) 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  present  consideration  of 
the  report? 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Senate 
proceeded  to  consider  the  report. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  the 
bill  S.  3467,  as  passed  by  the  Senate  pro¬ 
vided  for;  first,  a  special  milk  program 
for  fiscal  years  1967,  1968,  1969,  and  1970, 
with  an  authorization  of  not  to  exceed 
$110  million  for  the  present  fiscal  year, 
$115  million  for  fiscal  1968,  and  $120  mil¬ 
lion  for  the  last  2  years  of  the  extension; 
second,  a  pilot  breakfast  program  for 
fiscal  years  1967  and  1968,  with  an  au¬ 
thorization  of  not  to  exceed  $7.5  million 
during  this  fiscal  year  and  $10  million 
in  fiscal  1968;  third,  a  permanent  pro¬ 
gram  for  nonfood  assistance  to  schools 
drawing  attendance  from  areas  in  which 
poor  economic  conditions  exist;  and, 
fourth,  general  administrative  provisions 
for  (a)  appropriation  of  funds  to  assist 
State  educational  agencies,  when  neces¬ 
sary,  in  administering  additional  activi¬ 
ties,  (b)  authorizing  the  Secretary  to  ex¬ 
tend  school  feeding  programs  under  the 
act  to  include  preschool  programs  op¬ 
erated  as  part  of  the  school  system,  and 
(c)  centralization  in  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  of  the  administration  of 
Federal  programs  to  assist  school  feed¬ 
ing  programs. 

The  bill  as  approved  by  the  conference 
committee  is  essentially  the  same  as  that 
passed  by  the  Senate.  The  only  major 
change,  if  it  can  be  called  major,  is  that 
the  nonfood  assistance  program  is  limited 
to  4  years  with  stated  authorizations  of 
not  to  exceed  $12  million  for  fiscal  1967, 
$15  million  for  fiscal  1968,  and  $18  mil¬ 
lion  for  the  last  2  years  of  the  program. 
The  conferees  felt  that  since  this  was  a 
new  program,  a  time  limitation  would  be 
desirable  so  that  the  Agriculture  Com¬ 
mittees  and  the  Congress  would  again 
have  an  opportunity  to  take  a  look  at  the 
program  to  see  how  it  was  working  out. 

One  of  the  main  features  of  S.  3467 
was  the  extension  of  the  special  milk  pro¬ 
gram  for  children.  In  this  regard  both 
the  Senate  and  House  versions  were 
identical.  Therefore,  no  changes  were 
made. 

The  House  had  extended  the  provi¬ 
sions  of  the  bill  to  include  the  Trust  Ter¬ 
ritories  of  the  Pacific  Islands  and  would 
have  authorized  appropriations  to  extend 
to  children  attending  overseas  dependent 
schools  administered  by  the  Department 
of  Defense  the  benefits  of  this  act  and 
of  the  National  School  Lunch  Act.  Both 
of  these  provisions  were  dropped  because 
the  conferees  felt  that  the  complexity  of 
administration  would  be  extremely  diffi¬ 
cult.  Also,  with  respect  to  the  extension 
of  the  feeding  programs  to  dependents  in 
overseas  schools,  the  conferees  felt  that 
this  involved  matters  of  substantive  leg¬ 
islation  and  policy  affecting  not  only  this 
act  but  the  National  School  Lunch  Act 
as  well,  and  therefore  should  be  the  sub¬ 
ject  of  separate  legislative  consideration. 

Mr.  President,  I  am  fully  satisfied  with 
the  conference  report.  It  represents  a 
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forward  looking  program  designed  to 
provide  the  schoolchildren  of  this  Na¬ 
tion  with  highly  nutritious  food  and  milk 
for  the  development  of  their  minds  and 
bodies.  I  hope  the  Senate  will  approve 
this  measure. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  conference 
report. 

The  report  was  agreed  to. 

PROXMIRE  HAILS  SCHOOL  MILK  VICTORY 

Mr.  PROXMIRE  subsequently  said: 
Mr.  President,  the  Senate  today  has 
taken  the  final  legislative  action  on  the 
school  milk  bill.  I  am  proud  that  on  the 
day  this  bill  was  finally  sent  to  the  Pres¬ 
ident,  I  presided  over  the  Senate  and 
struck  the  gavel  sending  it  on  its  way. 
The  goals  I  set  out  to  achieve  on  that 
January  14  when  I  started  my  series  of 
speeches  on  the  milk  program,  when  the 
outlook  for  the  school  milk  bill  was  as 
cold  as  the  weather,  have  now  been  sub¬ 
stantially  reached.  This  series  of  more 
than  150  speeches  was  triggered  when 
the  administration’s  budget  for  fiscal 
1967  proposed  an  80-percent  slash  in  the 
program,  which  would  have  cut  it  to  a* 
minuscule  and  ineffective  $21  million. 

Week  after  week  of  pleading  on  the 
floor,  together  with  the  great  work  of 
school  organizations  and  dairy  groups 
throughout  the  Nation,  began  to  pay  off 
when  two-thirds  of  my  colleagues  in  the 
Senate  joined  me  in  cosponsoring  leg¬ 
islation  to  make  the  program  permanent. 

Early  this  summer,  Congress  approved 
$104  million  for  the  school  milk  program 
after  the  administration,  in  the  person 
of  Secretary  of  Agriculture  Orville  Free¬ 
man,  wisely  reversed  its  position  by  sup¬ 
porting  the  indefinite  expansion  of  the 
program  in  its  present  form. 

However,  legislation  to  extend  the  pro¬ 
gram,  which  expires  on  June  30,  1967, 
still  awaited  action.  Now  a  child  nutri¬ 
tion  bill  has  been  sent  to  the  President 
which,  among  other  things,  extends  the 
school  milk  program  through  1970. 

I  still  intend  to  continue  to  fight  for 
additional  funds  for  the  school  milk  pro¬ 
gram  for  fiscal  1967  in  a  supplemental 
appropriations  bill.  But  the  daily 
speeches  which  were  so  important  in 
arousing  public  awareness  of  the  danger 
the  school  milk  program  was  in  have 
now,  with  these  final  words,  come  to  an 
end. 


MESSAGE  FROM  THE  HOUSE 

A  message  from  the  House/of  Repre¬ 
sentatives,  by  Mr.  Hackneyf  one  of  its 
reading  clerks,  announced  that  the 
House  had  agreed  to  the-'amendment  of 
the  Senate  to  the  bill/(H.R.  16646)  to 
amend  title  10,  United  States  Code,  to 
authorize  the  awa?d  of  Exemplary  Re¬ 
habilitation  Certificates  to  certain  indi- 
viuals  after  considering  their  character 
and  conduct  >h  civilian  life  after  dis¬ 
charge  or  dismissal  from  the  Armed 
Forces,  and/for  other  purposes. 

The  message  also  announced  that  the 
House  further  insisted  upon  its  disagree¬ 
ment  /o  the  amendments  of  the  Senate 
to  t ye  bill  (H.R.  15941)  making  appro¬ 
priations  for  the  Department  of  Defense 
fpr  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1967, 
/and  for  other  purposes ;  asked  a  further 


conference  with  the  Senate  on  the  dis¬ 
agreeing  votes  of  the  two  Houses  there¬ 
on,  and  that  Mr.  Mahon,  Mr.  Sikes,  Mr. 
Whitten,  Mr.  George  W.  Andrews,  Mr. 
Flood,  Mr.  Lipscomb,  Mr.  Laird,  Mr.  Min- 
shall,  and  Mr.  Bow  were  appointed  man¬ 
agers  on  the  part  of  the  House  at  the 
further  conference. 

The  message  further  announced  that 
the  House  had  disagreed  to  the  .Amend¬ 
ments  of  the  Senate  to  the  bill  (H.R. 
17788)  making  appropriations  for  for¬ 
eign  assistance  and  related  agencies  for 
the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1967,  and 
for  other  purposes;  agreed  to  the  con¬ 
ference  asked  by  the  Senate  on  the  dis¬ 
agreeing  votes  of  the  two  Houses  thereon, 
and  that  Mr.  Passman,  Mr.  Rooney  of 
New  York,  Mr.  Natcher,  Mrs.  Hansen  of 
Washington,  Mr.  Cohelan,  Mr.  Long  of 
Maryland,  Mr.  Mahon,  Mr.  Shriver,  Mr. 
Conte,  Mr.  Andrews  of  North  Dakota, 
and  Mr.  Bow  were  appointed  managers 
on  the  part  of  the  House  at  the  con¬ 
ference. 


ENROLLED  BILLS  AND  JOINT 
fr"  RESOLUTIONS  SIGNED 

\  The  message  also  announced  that  the, 
Speaker  had  affixed  his  signature  to  the 
following  enrolled  bills  and  joint  resom- 
tionsvand  they  were  signed  by  the  Acting 
President  pro  tempore :  / 

S.  2218\An  act  to  establish  a  contiguous 
fishery  zone  beyond  the  territoriaVsea  of  the 
United  States;  / 

S.J.  Res.  108v  Joint  resolutior/to  amend  the 
joint  resolutioiv  providing  £6r  membership 
of  the  United  Skates  in  the  Pan  American 
Institute  of  Geography  add  History  and  to 
authorize  appropriation/ therefor; 

S.J.  Res.  197.  Joint  resolution  to  extend  the 
authority  of  the  Postmaster  General  to  enter 
into  leases  of  real  /property  for  periods  not 
exceeding  30  years!  and  forSpther  purposes; 

H.R.  5912.  An/act  for  theN^elief  of  the  es¬ 
tates  of  certain  former  members  of  the  U.S. 
Navy  Band;  and  \ 

H.R.  9916!  An  act  to  amend  titlh  10,  United 
States  Code,  with  respect  to  the  nomination 
and  selection  of  candidates  for  appointment 
to  th/Military,  Naval,  and  Air  Force\Acad- 
emi/  and  for  other  purposes.  \ 


DEPARTMENT  OF  DEFENSE  APPRO\ 
PRIATION  BILL,  1967 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  laid  be¬ 
fore  the  Senate  a  message  from  the 
+-House  of  Representatives  announcing 
its  further  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ments  of  the  Senate  to  the  bill  (H.R.* 
15941)  making  appropriations  for  the 
Department  of  Defense  for  the  fiscal  year 
ending  June  30,  1967,  and  for  other  pur¬ 
poses,  and  requesting  a  further  confer¬ 
ence  with  the  Senate  on  the  disagreeing 
votes  of  the  two  Houses  thereon. 

Mr.  RUSSELL  of  Georgia.  I  move  that 
the  Senate  insist  upon  its  amendments, 
agree  to  the  request  of  the  House  for  a 
further  conference,  and  that  the  Chair 
appoint  the  conferees  on  the  part  of  the 
Senate. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to;  and  the 
Presiding  Officer  appointed  Mr.  Russell 
of  Georgia,  Mr.  Hill,  Mr.  McClellan, 
Mr.  Ellender,  Mr.  Stennis,  Mr.  Syming¬ 
ton,  Mr.  Saltonstall,  Mr.  Young  of 
North  Dakota,  and  Mrs.  Smith  conferees 
on  the  part  of  the  Senate. 


ELEMENTARY  AND  SECONDARY 

EDUCATION  AMENDMENTS  OF 

1966 

The  Senate  resumed  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  (S.  3046)  to  strengthen  and 
improve  programs  of  assistance  to/our 
elementary  and  secondary  schools/ 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  Prudent, 
what  is  the  pending  question/ 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to/the  amend¬ 
ment  offered  by  the  Senator  from  Illinois. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  I  sug¬ 
gest  the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING^  OFFICER.  To 
whom  will  the  time  be  charged? 

Mr.  DIRKSEN/ It  is  not  to  be  charged 
to  either  side.  / 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With¬ 
out  objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  called 
the  ro)?,  and  the  following  Senators  an¬ 
swered  to  their  names : 


[No.  283  Leg.] 


/ken 

Holland 

Neuberger 

Aiiott 

Inouye 

Pastore 

Bartlett 

Jackson 

Pearson 

Bass 

Javits 

Pell 

Bayh 

Jordan, Idaho 

Proxmire. 

Bennett 

Kennedy,  Mass.  Randolph 

Bible 

Kennedy,  N.Y. 

Ribicoff 

Boggs 

Kuchel 

Robertson 

Brewster 

Lausche 

Russell,  S.C. 

Burdick 

Long,  Mo. 

Russell,  Ga. 

Byrd,  Va. 

Long,  La. 

Saltonstall 

Byrd,  W.  Va. 

Magnuson 

Scott 

Cannon 

Mansfield 

Simpson 

Cotton 

McCarthy 

Smathers 

Dirksen 

McClellan 

Smith 

Dodd 

McGee 

Stennis 

Ellender 

McGovern 

Talmadge 

Ervin 

Mondale 

Thurmond 

Fannin 

Monroney 

Tower 

Fong 

Montoya 

Tydings 

Fulbright 

Morse 

Williams,  N.J. 

Harris 

Morton 

Williams,  Del. 

Hartke 

Moss 

Yarborough 

Hickenlooper 

Mundt 

Young,  N.  Dak. 

Hill 

Muskie 

Young,  Ohio 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  I  announce 
that  the  Senator  from  Idaho  [Mr. 
Church],  the  Senator  from  Pennsyl¬ 
vania  [Mr.  Clark],  the  Senator  from 
Tennessee  [Mr.  Gore],  and  the  Senator 
from  Michigan  [Mr.  Hart]  are  absent 
on  official  business. 

I  also  announce  that  the  Senator  from 
'New  Mexico  [Mr.  Anderson],  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Illinois  [Mr.  Douglas],  the  Sen- 
a tor  from  Mississippi  [Mr.  Eastland],  the 
Senator  from  Alaska  [Mr.  Gruening], 
the  Sehator  from  Arizona  [Mr.  HaydenI, 
the  Senator  from  North  Carolina  [Mr. 
Jordan],  the  Senator  from  New  Hamp¬ 
shire  [Mr.  KJcIntyre],  the  Senator  from 
Montana  [Mr.  Metcalf],  the  Senator 
from  Wisconsin  [Mr.  Nelson],  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  AlabaVna  [Mr.  Sparkman],  and 
the  Senator  froniMissouri  [Mr.  Syming¬ 
ton]  are  necessarily>absent. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  announce  that  the 
Senator  from  Kansas  [Mr.  Carlson],  the 
Senator  from  New  Jersey  [Mr.  Case], 
the  Senator  from  Kentucky  [Mr. 
Cooper],  the  Senators  from  Nebraska 
[Mr.  Curtis  and  Mr.  Hruska T\the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Colorado  [Mr.  Dominick],  the 
Senator  from  Michigan  [Mr.  Griffin], 
the  Senator  from  Iowa  [Mr.  MillerJ,  the 
Senator  from  California  [Mr.  MurpHy], 
and  the  Senator  from  Vermont  [Kir. 
Prouty]  are  necessarily  absent.  \ 
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Public  Law  89-642 
89th  Congress,  S.  3467 
October  11,  1966 

an  act 

To  strengthen  and  expand  food  service  programs  for  children. 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  of  the 
United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled ,  That  this  Act  may 
be  cited  as  the  “Child  Nutrition  Act  of  1966”. 

DECLARATION  OF  PURPOSE 

Sec.  2.  In  recognition  of  the  demonstrated  relationship  between 
food  and  good  nutrition  and  the  capacity  of  children  to  develop  and 
learn,  based  on  the  years  of  cumulative  successful  experience  under 
the  national  school  lunch  program  with  its  significant  contributions 
in  the  field  of  applied  nutrition  research,  it  is  hereby  declared  to  be 
the  policy  of  Congress  that  these  efforts  shall  be  extended,  expanded, 
and  strengthened  under  the  authority  of  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
as  a  measure  to  safeguard  the  health  and  well-being  of  the  Nation's 
children,  and  to  encourage  the  domestic  consumption  of  agricultural 
and  other  foods,  by  assisting  States,  through  grants-in-aid  and  other 
means,  to  meet  more  effectively  the  nutritional  needs  of  our  chil¬ 
dren. 

SPECIAL  MILK  PROGRAM  AUTHORIZATION 

Sec.  3.  There  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  for  the  fiscal 
year  ending  June  30,  1967,  not  to  exceed  $110,000,000;  for  the  fiscal 
year  ending  June  30,  1968,  not  to  exceed  $115,000,000;  and  for  each 
of  the  two  succeeding  fiscal  years  not  to  exceed  $120,000,000,  to  en¬ 
able  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  under  such  rules  and  regulations 
as  he  may  deem  in  the  public  interest,  to  encourage  consumption  of 
fluid  milk  by  children  in  the  United  States  in  (1)  nonprofit  schools 
of  high  school  grade  and  under,  and  (2)  nonprofit  nursery  schools, 
child-care  centers,  settlement  houses,  summer  camps,  and  similar  non¬ 
profit  institutions  devoted  to  the  care  and  training  of  children.  For 
the  purposes  of  this  section  “United  States”  means  the  fifty  States 
and  the  District  of  Columbia.  The  Secretary  shall  administer  the 
special  milk  program  provided  for  by  this  section  to  the  maximum 
extent  practicable  in  the  same  manner  as  he  administered  the  special 
milk  program  provided  for  by  Public  Law  85-478,  as  amended,  dur¬ 
ing  the  fiscal  year  ended  June  30, 1966. 

,  SCHOOL  BREAKFAST  PROGRAM  AUTHORIZATION 

Sec.  4.  (a)  There  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  for  the 
fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1967,  not  to  exceed  $7,500,000 ;  and  for  the 
fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1968,  not  to  exceed  $10,000,000,  to  enable 
the  Secretary  to  formulate  and  carry  out,  on  a  nonpartisan  basis,  a 
pilot  program  to  assist  States  through  grants-in-aid  and  other  means, 
to  initiate,  maintain,  or  expand  nonprofit  breakfast  programs  in 
schools. 


APPORTIONMENT  TO  STATES 

(b)  Of  the  funds  appropriated  for  the  purposes  of  this  section,  the 
Secretary  shall  for  each  fiscal  year,  (1)  apportion  $2,600,000  equally 
among  the  States  other  than  Guam,  the  Virgin  Islands,  and  American 
Samoa,  and  $45,000  equally  among  Guam,  the  Virgin  Islands,  and 
American  Samoa,  and  (2)  apportion  the  remainder  among  the  States 
in  accordance  with  the  apportionment  formula  contained  in  section  4 
of  the  National  School  Lunch  Act,  as  amended. 
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STATE  DISBURSEMENT  TO  SCHOOLS 

(c)  Funds  apportioned  and  paid  to  any  State  for  the  purpose  of  this 
section  shall  be  disbursed  by  the  State  educational  agency  to  schools 
selected  by  the  State  educational  agency,  to  reimburse  such  schools  tor 
the  cost  of  obtaining  agricultural  and  other  foods  for  consumption  by 
needy  children  in  a  breakfast  program  and  for  the  purpose  of  subsec¬ 
tion  (d).  Such  food  costs  may  include,  in  addition  to  the  purchase 
price,  the  cost  of  processing,  distributing,  transporting,  storing,  and 
handling.  Disbursement  to  schools  shall  be  made  at  such  rates  per 
meal  or  on  such  other  basis  as  the  Secretary  shall  prescribe.  In  select¬ 
ing  schools,  the  State  educational  agency  shall,  to  the  extent  practi- 
cable,  give  first  consi deration  to  those  schools  drawing  attendance  from 
areas  in  which  poor  economic  conditions  exist  and  to  those  schools  to 
which  a  substantial  proportion  of  the  children  enrolled  must  travel 

long  distances  daily.  . 

(d)  In  circumstances  of  severe  need  where  the  rate  per  meal  estab¬ 
lished  by  the  Secretary  is  deemed  by  him  insufficient  to  carry  on  an  ef-  ; 
fective  breakfast  program  in  a  school,  the  Secretary  may  authorize  1 
financial  assistance  up  to  80  per  centum  of  the  operating  costs  of  such 

a  program,  including  cost  of  obtaining,  preparing,  and  serving  food. 

In  the  selection  of  schools  to  receive  assistance  under  this  section,  the 
State  educational  agency  shall  require  applicant  schools  to  provide 
justification  of  the  need  for  such  assistance. 


NUTRITIONAL  AND  OTHER  PROGRAM  REQUIREMENTS 

(e)  Breakfasts  served  by  schools  participating  in  the  school  break¬ 
fast.  program  under  this  section  shall  consist  of  a  combination  of  foods 
and  shall  meet  minimum  nutritional  requirements  prescribed  by  the 
Secretary  on  the  basis  of  tested  nutritional  research.  Such  breakfasts 
shall  be  served  without  cost  or  at  a  reduced  cost  only  to  children  who 
are  determined  by  local  school  authorities  to  be  unable  to  pay  the  full 
cost  of  the  breakfast.  In  making  such  determinations,  such  local  au¬ 
thorities  should,  to  the  extent  practicable,  consult  with  public  welfare 
and  health  agencies.  No  physical  segregation  of  or  other  discrimina¬ 
tion  against  any  child  shall  be  made  by  the  school  because  of  his  inabil¬ 
ity  to  pay. 

NONPROFIT  PRIVATE  SCHOOLS 


(f)  The  withholding  of  funds  for  and  disbursement  to  nonprofit 
private  schools  will  be  effected  in  accordance  with  section  10  of  the  Na- 
60  stat.  233;  tional  School  Lunch  Act,  as  amended,  exclusive  of  the  matching  provi- 
76  stat.  945.  sions  thereof. 

42  USC  1759. 

NONFOOD  ASSISTANCE  PROGRAM  AUTHORIZATION 

Sec.  5.  (a)  There  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  for  the 
fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1967,  not  to  exceed  $12,000,000,  for  the 
fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1968,  not  to  exceed  $15,000,000,  for  each 
of  the  two  fiscal  years  ending  June  30,  1969,  and  June  30,  19  <0,  not 
to  exceed  $18,000,000,  and  for  each  fiscal  year  thereafter  such  sums 
as  the  Congress  may  hereafter  authorize,  to  enable  the  Secretary  to 
formulate  and  carry  out  a  program  to  assist  the  States  through  grants- 
in-aid  and  other  means  to  supply  schools  drawing  attendance  from 
areas  in  which  poor  economic  conditions  exist  with  equipment,  other 
than  land  or  buildings,  for  the  storage,  preparation,  transportation, 
and  serving  of  food  to  enable  such  schools  to  establish,  maintain,  and 
expand  school  food  service  programs.  In  the  case  of  nonprofit  pri¬ 
vate  schools,  such  equipment  shall  be  for  use  of  such  schools  princi¬ 
pally  in  connection  with  child  feeding  programs  authorized  in  this 
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Act  and  in  the  National  School  Lunch  Act,  as  amended,  and  in  the 
event  such  equipment  is  no  longer  so  used,  that  part  of  such  equip¬ 
ment  financed  with  Federal  funds,  or  the  residual  value  thereof,  shall 
revert  to  the  United  States. 

APPORTIONMENTS  TO  STATES 

(b)  The  Secretary  shall  apportion  the  funds  appropriated  for  the 
purposes  of  this  section  among  the  States  during  each  fiscal  year  on 
the  same  basis  as  apportionments  are  made  under  section  4  of  the  Na¬ 
tional  School  Lunch  Act,  as  amended,  for  supplying  agricultural  and 
other  foods,  except  that  apportionment  to  American  Samoa  for  any 
fiscal  year  shall  be  on  the  same  basis  as  the  apportionment  to  the  other 
States.  Payments  to  any  State  of  funds  apportioned  for  any  fiscal 
year  shall  be  made  upon  condition  that  at  least  one-fourth  of  the  cost 
of  any  equipment  financed  under  this  subsection  shall  be  borne  by 
State  or  local  funds. 

STATE  DISBURSEMENT  TO  SCHOOLS 

(c)  Funds  apportioned  and  paid  to  any  State  for  the  purpose  of 
this  section  shall  be  disbursed  by  the  State  educational  agency  to  as- 
sist  schools,  which  draw  attendance  from  areas  in  which  poor  eco- 
nomic  conditions  exist  and  which  have  no,  or  grossly  inadequate,  equip¬ 
ment,  to  conduct  a  school  food  service  program,  and  to  acquire  such 
equipment.  In  the  selection  of  schools  to  receive  assistance  under  this 
section,  the  State  educational  agency  shall  require  applicant  schools 
to  provide  justification  of  the  need  for  such  assistance  and  the  inability 
of  the  school  to  finance  the  food  service  equipment  needed.  Disburse¬ 
ments  to  any  school  may  be.  made,  by  advances  or  reimbursements, 
only  after  approval  by  the  State  educational  agency  of  a  request  by 
the  school  for  funds,  accompanied  by  a  detailed  description  of  the 
equipment  to  be  acquired  and  the  plans  for  the  use  thereof  in  effec- 
tively  meeting  the  nutritional  needs  of  children  in  the  school. 

NONPROFIT  PRIVATE  SCHOOLS 

(d)  The  withholding  of  funds  for  and  disbursement  to  nonprofit 
private  schools  will  be  effected  in  accordance  with  section  10  of  the 
National  School  Lunch  Act,  as  amended,  exclusive  of  the  matching 
provision  thereof. 

PAYMENTS  TO  STATES 

Sec.  6.  The  Secretary  shall  certify  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury 
from  time  to  time  the  amounts  to  be  paid  to  any  State  under  sections 
3  through  7  of  this  Act  and  the  time  or  times  such  amounts  are  to  be 
paid;  and  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  shall  pay  to  the  State  at  the 
time  or  times  fixed  by  the  Secretary  the  amounts  so  certified. 

STATE  ADMINISTRATIVE  EXPENSES 

Sec.  7.  The  Secretary  may  utilize  funds  appropriated  under  this 
section  for  advances  to  each  State  educational  agency  for  use  for  its 
administrative  expenses  in  supervising  and  giving  technical  assistance 
to  the  local  school  districts  in  their  conducting  of  programs  under  this 
Act,.  Such  funds  shall  be  advanced  only  in  amounts  and  to  the  extent 
determined  necessary  by  the  Secretary  to  assist  such  State  agencies  in 
the  administration  of  additional  activities  undertaken  by  them  under 
section  11  of  the  National  School  Lunch  Act,  as  amended,  and  sec¬ 
tions  4  and  5  of  this  Act.  There  are  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropri¬ 
ated  such  sqms  as  may  be  necessary  for  the  purposes  of  this  section. 
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Appropriation. 


UTILIZATION  OF  FOODS 

Sec.  8.  Each  school  participating  under  section  4  of  this  Act  shall, 
insofar  as  practicable,  utilize  in  its  program  foods  designated  from 
time  to  time  by  the  Secretary  as  being  in  abundance,  either  nationally 
or  in  the  school  area,  or  foods  donated  by  the  Secretary.  F oods  avail¬ 
able  under  section  416  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949  (63  Stat.  1058), 
as  amended,  or  purchased  under  section  32  of  the  Act  of  August  24, 
1935  (49  Stat.  774),  as  amended,  or  section  709  of  the  Food  and  Agri¬ 
culture  Act  of  1965  (79  Stat.  1212),  may  be  donated  by  the  Secretary 
to  schools,  in  accordance  with  the  needs  as  determined  by  local  school 
authorities,  for  utilization  in  their  feeding  programs  under  this  Act. 

NONPROFIT  PROGRAMS 

Sec.  9.  The  food  and  milk  service  programs  in  schools  and  nonprofit 
institutions  receiving  assistance  under  this  Act  shall  be  conducted  on  a 
nonprofit  basis. 

REGULATIONS 

Sec.  10.  The  Secretary  shall  prescribe  such  regulations  as  he  may 
deem  necessary  to  carry  out  this  Act. 

PROHIBITIONS 

Sec.  11.  (a)  In  carrying  out  the  provisions  of  sections  3  through  5  of 
this  Act,  neither  the  Secretary  nor  the  State  shall  impose  any  require¬ 
ments  with  respect  to  teaching  personnel,  curriculum,  instruction, 
methods  of  instruction,  and  materials  of  instruction. 

(b)  The  value  of  assistance  to  children  under  this  Act  shall  not  be 
considered  to  be  income  or  resources  for  any  purpose  under  any  Fed¬ 
eral  or  State  laws  including,  but  not  limited  to,  laws  relating  to  taxa¬ 
tion,  welfare,  and  public  assistance  programs.  Expenditures  of  funds 
from  State  and  local  sources  for  the  maintenance  of  food  programs  for 
children  shall  not  be  diminished  as  a  result  of  funds  received  under 
this  Act. 

PRESCHOOL  PROGRAMS 

Sec.  12.  The  Secretary  may  extend  the  benefits  of  all  school  feeding 
programs  conducted  and  supervised  by  the  Department  of  Agriculture 
to  include  preschool  programs  operated  as  part  of  the  school  system. 

CENTRALIZATION  OF  ADMINISTRATION 

Sec.  13.  Authority  for  the  conduct  and  supervision  of  Federal  pro¬ 
grams  to  assist  schools  in  providing  food  service  programs  for  children 
is  assigned  to  the  Department  of  Agriculture.  To  the  extent  prac¬ 
ticable,  other  Federal  agencies  administering  programs  under  which 
funds  are  to  be  provided  to  schools  for  such  assistance  shall  transfer 
such  funds  to  the  Department  of  Agriculture  for  distribution  through 
the  administrative  channels  and  in  accordance  with  the  standards  es¬ 
tablished  under  this  Act  and  the  National  School  Lunch  Act. 

Sec.  14.  There  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  for  any  fiscal 
year  such  sums  as  may  be  necessary  to  the  Secretary  for  his  adminis¬ 
trative  expense  under  this  Act. 
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MISCELLANEOUS  PROVISIONS  AND  DEFINITIONS 

Sec.  15.  For  the  purposes  of  this  Act — 

(a)  “State”  means  any  of  the  fifty  States,  the  District  of  Columbia, 
the  Commonwealth  of  Puerto  Rico,  the  Virgin  Islands,  Guam,  or 
American  Samoa. 

(b)  “State  educational  agency”  means,  as  the  State  legislature  may 
determine,  (1)  the  chief  State  school  officer  (such  as  the  State  superin¬ 
tendent  of  public  instruction,  commissioner  of  education,  or  similar 
officer),  or  (2)  a  board  of  education  controlling  the  State  department 
of  education. 

(c)  “Nonprofit  private  school”  means  any  private  school  exempt 
from  income  tax  imder  section  501  (c)  (3)  of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code 
of  1954. 

(d)  “School”  means  any  public  or  nonprofit  private  school  of  high 
school  grade  or  under,  including  kindergarten  and  preschool  programs 
operated  by  such  school  and,  with  respect  to  Puerto  Rico,  shall  also 
include  nonprofit  child-care  centers  certified  as  such  by  the  Governor  of 
^Puerto  Rico. 

’  (e)  “Secretary”  means  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture. _ 

ACCOUNTS  AND  RECORDS 

Sec.  16.  States,  State  educational  agencies,  schools,  and  nonprofit 
institutions  participating  in  programs  under  this  Act  shall  keep  such 
accounts  and  records  as  may  be  necessary  to  enable  the  Secretary  to 
determine  whether  there  has  been  compliance  with  this  Act  and  the 
regulations  hereunder.  Such  accounts  and  records  shall  at  all  times  be 
available  for  inspection  and  audit  by  representatives  of  the  Secretary 
and  shall  be  preserved  for  such  period  of  time,  not  in  excess  of  three 
years,  as  the  Secretary  determines  is  necessary. 

Approved  October  11,  1966,  6:06  p.m. 
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